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ABSTRACT

Fundamental Features of Fostering Teacher Collective Efficacy: Principals’
Attitudes, Behaviors, and Practices

by

Shelley Nordick, Doctor of Philosophy
Utah State University, 2017

Major Professor: Suzanne H. Jones, Ph.D.
Department: Teacher Education and Leadership

The purpose of this study was to explore the attitudes, practices, and behaviors of
principals who foster teacher collective efficacy. The study utilized a qualitative approach
with a multisite case study design. Four schools were selected based on a measure of high
TCE. Data were gathered through semistructured interviews from the principal and three
to five teachers at each school. The data from each interview were developed through
content analysis and then examined in relation to other interviews in a cross-case
analysis.
The results presented fundamental attitudes, behaviors, and practices principals
used in fostering collective efficacy. Principals held attitudes that student success was a
top priority, as well as attitudes of responsibility, caring, shared purpose, confidence, and
collaboration. Principal behaviors included supporting teachers, communicating, knowing
teachers, and modeling desired behaviors. Principal practices included establishing an
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environment of openness and support, establishing shared expectations, facilitating
teacher voice, providing opportunities to collaborate, and promoting continuous learning.
(137 pages)
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PUBLIC ABSTRACT

Fundamental Features Of Fostering Teacher Collective Efficacy: Principals’
Attitudes, Behaviors, And Practices

Shelley Nordick

The purpose of this study was to explore the attitudes, practices, and behaviors of
principals who foster teacher collective efficacy. The research questions were developed
based upon Bandura’s social cognitive theory to include (a) what are the attitudes held by
principals that influence TCE; (b) what are the behaviors enacted by principals that
influence TCE; (c) what are the practices employed by principals that influence TCE.
The study utilized a qualitative approach with a multisite case study design. The
Collective Teacher Efficacy Scale developed by Goddard et al. was used to measure TCE
of participating schools. The survey results were analyzed to facilitate the selection of
four cases. Data were gathered through semistructured interviews from the principal and
three to five teachers at each school. The data from each interview were developed
through content analysis and then examined in relation to all other interviews in a crosscase analysis.
The results presented fundamental attitudes, behaviors, and practices principals
used in fostering collective efficacy. Principals held attitudes that student success was a
top priority, as well as attitudes of responsibility, caring, shared purpose, confidence, and
collaboration. Principal behaviors included supporting teachers, communicating, knowing
teachers, and modeling desired behaviors. Principal practices included establishing an

vi
environment of openness and support, establishing shared expectations, facilitating
teacher voice, providing opportunities to collaborate, and promoting continuous learning.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

After several months as a beginning elementary school principal, I felt confident
with the staff at my assigned school. Classrooms were well managed, instruction in the
classroom was solid, and the staff worked well together. I was certain our school had a
pattern of increasing student scores. However, as I delved deeply into the student scores,
I was surprised to learn that the test scores had remained very consistent over the last 3-4
years. On average, student scores were at or slightly below the state average, with one or
two classrooms with student scores reaching slightly above state average.
It was a time of increased accountability and high stakes testing. Legislation had
recently been put in place that required schools to be graded and the grades were to be
made public. Legislators were discussing the possibility of teachers being graded and
their grades being publicized. Principals were encouraged by the district to share and
discuss student data with staff members. I arranged a meeting with my staff for this
purpose, and could not have predicted how the meeting would progress. As I started to
discuss student scores, the tone in the room immediately started to change. I could see the
expression of teachers change to a surprised and somewhat defensive gaze. When I
probed for more information, a veteran teacher, very well loved among staff and parents,
made the comment, “Well, there’s only so much we can do because the parents don’t do
their part.” Another teacher, well-known for having strong opinions, but well-respected
for her work in the classroom, added, “And our students enter school very ill prepared.”
Another teacher supported the comments with, “Our student population is changing. It’s
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becoming more diverse, so we should expect our scores to fall where they do.” As the
conversation continued, a feeling of powerlessness spread throughout the staff as the
majority of teachers nodded in agreement. I was stunned. The response was not what I
had expected. I left the meeting reflecting on my role as an instructional leader,
specifically questioning how I could establish a school climate that cultivated a teacher’s
belief in his or her ability to influence student achievement and in the ability of their
colleagues to do the same.
When the feeling of powerlessness is shared among faculty members, they put
forth less effort to set high expectations and plan and teach for student success (Bandura,
1998). What can an instructional leader do to influence the beliefs of the staff of their
collective ability to influence student achievement? This question prompted this
investigation of principals’ actions that foster teacher collective efficacy (TCE). The
purpose of this study was to explore the attitudes, behaviors, and practices of principals
that foster TCE.
This introductory chapter provides an overview of efficacy, an important
component of social cognitive theory; and an overview of a principal’s role in fostering
TCE. It then states the problem that prompted this study and establishes a need for the
study within current literature. The final section of this chapter details how the research
will be conducted.

Background

Coladarci (1992) investigated factors that contribute to teacher commitment and
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found the strongest predictor of commitment to teaching was that of self-efficacy.
Bandura (1997) defines self-efficacy as “the beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and
execute the courses of action required to produce given levels of attainments” (p. 3).
Teacher efficacy, a type of self-efficacy, is a teacher’s belief in his or her capability to
affect student performance (Ashton & Webb, 1986). Teachers with a high sense of
teacher efficacy believe that difficult students are teachable and that they can overcome
outside negative conditions (Bandura, 1997). Teachers without teacher efficacy respond
to challenges with a sense of powerlessness.
A belief of powerlessness can be a contagious toxin that penetrates a school
culture and impedes student achievement. Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005)
identified “21 responsibilities of the school leader” that were found to have high
correlation with student achievement (p. 41). Establishing a healthy and productive
culture was one of the key responsibilities because, as Marzano et al. explained, “an
effective leader builds a culture that positively influences teachers, who, in turn,
positively influence students” (p. 47). Indeed, a leader’s contribution to student learning
is indirectly influenced through the leader’s influence on the people or features of the
organization (Leithwood, Seashore, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004). Thus, the principal
assumes the leadership role of establishing a strong sense of a cohesive community
among and between faculty as they work together to strengthen and increase student
academic achievement. This sense of collaborating to plan, carry-out, and reach a
common goal has been described as collective efficacy (Bandura, 1995).
Bandura (1998) suggested that in order to work together successfully, members of
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a group must perform tasks with a high sense of efficacy. Bandura (1995) coined the
phrase of collective efficacy as “the groups’ shared belief in its conjoint capabilities to
organize and execute courses of action required to produce given levels of attainments”
(p. 477). In a definition by Tschannen-Moran and Barr (2004), a “teachers’ collective
efficacy refers to a perception from a group of teachers that they can make a difference to
students despite the educational impact of homes and communities” (p. 190).
Goddard, Hoy, and Hoy (2004), leading researchers in the field of TCE, stated,
“There seems to be little doubt that collective efficacy beliefs are an important aspect of
an organization’s operative culture” (p. 10). Schools with high TCE accepted challenging
goals, demonstrated strong effort, accepted personal responsibility for student learning,
and believed they could teach their students despite negative external forces (Goddard,
Hoy, & Hoy, 2000). Groups with high collective efficacy will mobilize efforts and
resources to accomplish tasks, but those with low collective efficacy will feel powerless
and will likely stop trying (Bandura, 1998). Collective efficacy influences shared beliefs
held by teachers and can influence teachers to exert more effort (Hoy, 2010). Moreover,
schools with high TCE displayed persistence and resiliency when working with students
(Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004).
A strong sense of shared group capability establishes a cultural norm for success
that can encourage group members to work toward desired ends (Bandura, 1993;
Goddard et al., 2000). Bandura (1993, 1997) recognized that student achievement is a
reflection of the collective work among a faculty, and Hattie (2016) recently named TCE
as one the most influential factors in student achievement.
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In the face of current high stakes testing and increased school accountability, the
job of teaching becomes increasingly demanding. Yu, Wang, Zhai, Dai, and Yang (2015)
found that teachers faced with high levels of pressure in their work tend to have lower
self-efficacy. School principals can be viewed as the school-wide “community organizer”
who is central in building TCE (Bandura, 1995). Bandura defined a “community
organizer,” as an individual with the major task of constructing a self-directing
community that is motivated and unified (p. 501). For the purpose of the current
qualitative study, I propose a multisite case study to identify four principals from schools
with high measures of TCE and to explore the attitudes, behaviors, and practices the
principals use as they establish and nurture TCE.

Problem Statement

Numerous studies have documented the benefits of a teacher’s belief in his/her
own capability to positively influence student achievement, referred to by Bandura
(1995) as teacher efficacy (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Ross, 1992; Tschannen-Moran, Hoy
& Hoy, 1998). Studies also support the benefits of teachers’ beliefs in their colleagues’
capabilities, or what Bandura (1995) referred to as TCE (Bandura, 1995; Demir, 2008;
Goddard, 2001; Ross & Gray, 2006; Tshannen-Moran & Barr, 2004). Further, sources of
self-efficacy and TCE have been explored, including correlational studies examining
various leadership models and their impact on TCE (Demir, 2008; Leithwood, 1994;
Moolenaar, Sleegers & Daly, 2012).
However, few studies are available that examine specific attitudes, behaviors, and
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practices of principals in facilitating TCE. Information and strategies for creating
efficacious schools is limited, and a better understanding of such strategies is needed to
build TCE in schools. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to examine sources of
TCE from school leadership, including the attitudes, behaviors, and practices of
principals that help to establish and maintain a highly efficacious school.

Purpose of the Study and Research Questions

The purpose of this study was to investigate the role of the principal as a
community organizer (Bandura, 1997) with the task of fostering teacher collective
efficacy. This study explored fundamental features of principals’ actions that influenced
high TCE. The three research questions were developed based upon Bandura’s (1989)
social cognitive model of triadic reciprocal causation (see Figure 1), where personal
factors, behaviors, and environmental factors influence each other.
The questions, illustrated as a model (see Figure 2), included:




What are the attitudes held by principals that influence TCE?
What are the behaviors enacted by principals that influence TCE?
What are the practices employed by principals that influence TCE?

This qualitative study utilized a multisite case study design with the principal as
the case, or unit of analysis, in order to gather in-depth understanding of the principal’s
attitudes, behaviors, and practices within the real-life context of a school (Merriam,
2009). The research questions were answered through a social constructivism framework
relying on the principals’ and teachers’ views of the principal’s work within the school
(Creswell, 2013). Sites with high teacher collective efficacy were purposefully selected in
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Figure 1. Bandura’s (1989) social cognitive model of triadic reciprocal causation.

order to gather data from “information-rich” schools that could provide insight directly
related to the purpose of the study (Merriam, 2009, p. 77).
The attitudes of the principal represented the “internal factors” illustrated in
Bandura’s model (see Figure 1) and included the principals’ beliefs, values, feelings, and
thoughts about education. The behaviors of the principals represented the “behavior
factors” illustrated in the model and included the principal’s actions and choices. The
practices represented the “environmental factors” from Bandura’s model, and included
programs, activities or performances established by the principal to impact the school
environment. Practices were distinguished from behaviors when consistently repeated,
known by the majority of the staff, and considered an environmental factor of the school.
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Figure 2. Model of research questions.

Theoretical Framework

This study used the theoretical framework from Bandura’s (1989) social cognitive
theory. Bandura favors a “reciprocal determinism” model when looking at choices that
individuals make. This model (see Figure 1) asserts that choices are a function of the
interactions of behavior, personal factors and environmental factors. Behavior, personal
factors, and environmental factors have a reciprocal causation and can influence each
other in either direction at different times and at different strengths.
In an educational environment of increased accountability at the school and
district level, teachers must work interdependently within a network of social structures
to achieve goals. Ashton and Webb (1986) discovered that isolation in a classroom and
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the lack of teacher collegiality diminished a teacher’s ability to maintain a high sense of
efficacy. In the literature review section of this proposal, I will provide a more detailed
look at Bandura’s theory.

Summary of Methodology

This qualitative study utilized a multisite case study design. Sites with high
teacher collective efficacy were purposefully selected using the Collective Teacher
Efficacy Scale developed by Goddard et al. (2000). An in-depth qualitative investigation
followed using a multisite case study method. This design allowed an exploration at a
fine-grained level of the attitudes, behaviors, and practices principals utilized to
contribute to TCE.

Summary

The educational environment of high stakes testing and increased educator
accountability has created a need for schools with high levels of TCE. Principals are in a
position to utilize attitudes, behaviors, and practices to establish school cultures where
educators believe that the staff’s collective efforts can overcome outside influences and
positively impact student achievement. The purpose of this research is to identify the
attitudes, behaviors, and practices utilized by principals in their efforts to promote TCE.

10
CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW

This literature review will begin with a description of the theoretical framework
addressing Bandura’s (1989) social cognitive theory. This framework is especially
important to this study because the three research questions were built upon a model
within this theory. Self-efficacy, an important component of social cognitive theory will
then be highlighted. The next section will include a discussion of teacher efficacy, a type
of self-efficacy contextualized for a school setting. The discussion of teacher efficacy
will transition to a description of teacher collective efficacy (TCE). The fifth section will
discuss school leadership and the role of the principal in TCE. The final section will
provide justification from research for a study such as this. Studies appropriate to each
section will be included in the description.

Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory

This study used the theoretical framework from Albert Bandura’s (1989) social
cognitive theory. Bandura (1989) favored a reciprocal determinism model when looking
at choices that individuals make. This model (see Figure 1) asserts that choices are a
function of the interactions of behavior, personal factors, and environmental factors.
Behavior, personal factors, and environmental factors have a reciprocal causation and can
influence each other in either direction at different times and at different strengths.
In this model (see Figure 1), the links reflect reciprocal causation. For example,
what people think or believe (personal factors) affects how they behave (behavior).
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Likewise, an individual’s actions (behavior) partly determine their thoughts (personal
factors). A person’s thoughts or beliefs (personal factors) are influenced by his/her social
surroundings (environmental factors). According to Bandura (1989), personal factors,
environmental factors and behavior interact to create reciprocal causation. This study
explored an adapted model to address the research questions regarding the principal
attitudes (personal factors), behaviors, and practices utilized in an environment of high
TCE (see Figure 2).
Bandura’s model (see Figure 1) illustrates how people can exercise influence over
what they do. Bandura (1997) believes that self-efficacy is a major component of this
theory and defined self-efficacy as “the beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and
execute the courses of action required to produce given levels of attainments” (p. 3).

Agency and Efficacy
Efficacy cannot be fully understood without addressing agency. Bandura (1997)
explained that efficacy was tied to the construct of agency, or the ability to make things
happen. “Efficacy beliefs are the foundation of human agency” (Bandura, 2001, p. 10).
Without the belief that we exert control over our circumstances, there is no agency, and
therefore, no power to act. “People’s level of motivation, affective states, and actions are
based more on what they believe than on what is objectively true” (Bandura, 1997, p. 2).
Human functioning, as Bandura (1997) explains, is influenced both individually
and with others. This becomes important when dealing with an educational environment,
as does this study. Individual agency functions within “a broad network of sociostructural influences” (Bandura, 1998, p. 7). Though much of a teacher’s day is in

12
isolation in the classroom, teachers are part of a social structure consisting of
departments, grade level teams, and committees. Bandura “extends the analysis of
mechanisms of human agency to the exercise of collective agency” and suggests that in
order to work together successfully, members of a group must perform tasks with a high
sense of efficacy (Bandura, 1998, p. 7).
Bandura (1998) extended his work of self-efficacy by defining collective efficacy
as a group of people’s shared beliefs in their collective ability to produce desired
outcomes. Bandura often discussed collective efficacy in connection with self-efficacy,
explaining that they differ in characteristics but serve similar functions and operate
through similar processes. According to Bandura, collective efficacy is rooted in selfefficacy and influences how well resources are used, how much effort is put into group
endeavors, and how vulnerable the group is to discouragement. Bandura suggested that in
order to work together successfully, members of a group must perform tasks with a high
sense of efficacy. Groups with high collective efficacy will mobilize efforts and resources
to accomplish tasks, but those with low collective efficacy will feel powerless and stop
trying (Bandura, 1998). In social cognitive theory, choices are influenced by the strength
of efficacy beliefs to accomplish a task-both individually and as an organization
(Goddard, 2001).

Community Organizer
Bandura (1997) addressed the concept of a community organizer, an individual
with the major task of constructing a self-directing community that is motivated and
unified. Bandura suggested that all members of the community should be mindful that
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their individual problems are “shared social problems that can be alleviated only by
working together” (p. 501). He stated, “None of the factions are likely to achieve what
they want on their own, but by supporting one another’s aspirations, they can realize
those of special personal concern” (p. 501).
The three research questions of this study were designed to identify how
principals can become the “community organizer” of their school. The research questions
were based on Bandura’s (1989) social cognitive theory model that uses the interactions
between internal factors, behaviors, and environmental factors to illustrate how people
can exercise influence over what they do. McCormick (2001) translated Bandura’s social
cognitive theory into leadership theory as (a) leader cognitions; (b) leader behaviors; and
(c) leadership environment. This study investigated how principals exercise influence
over what they do within a school setting using a similar approach to McCormick’s
leadership theory. The model in this study (see Figure 2) labeled McCormick’s leader
cognitions as attitudes, included leader behaviors, and replaced leadership environment
with the practices of principals that impact the environment.
The Utah Educational Leadership Standards (UELS) can be used to illustrate
Bandura’s social cognitive theory as a framework for the research questions of this study
and illustrate an example of the principal as the community organizer (see Table 1). The
Utah Educational Leadership Standards provide a detailed description of the expected
attitudes, behaviors, and environment of school leaders and how each category is
strengthened through interactions with stakeholders (Utah State Office of Education
[USOE], 2013). The examples show how principals are responsible for helping teachers
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Table 1
Comparison of Bandura’s and the UELS Categories of Interaction
The Utah Educational Leadership Standards (USOE,
2013) expectations within the categories of interaction

Bandura’s (1982) categories of interaction
Personal cognition
 An individual’s self-efficacy towards
completing a behavior.

Attitude
 Educational leaders examine personal values and
beliefs and leads other to safely examine personal
values and beliefs. (Performance Expectation 5B)

Behavior
 An individual’s experience after completing
a behavior.

Behavior
 Educational leaders ensure strong professional
cultures by building capacity that collectively
improves instructional practices. (Performance
Expectation 2A)

Performance environment
 The conditions in the environment that
influence an individual’s ability to
successfully complete a behavior.

Practice
 Educational leaders allocate and align resources to
develop and improve professional practice.
(Performance Expectation 3B)

believe in their ability to complete tasks, providing opportunities for teachers to
successfully complete tasks and ensuring that environmental conditions are conducive to
success by providing support and resources.
The concepts of social interactions found in the theories of Bandura (1989)
support the importance of the social aspect of school and the impact principals have in
the creation of the school culture and the development of teachers. This review will now
consider the construct of self-efficacy within a school setting and will establish the
significance of teacher efficacy, TCE, and the role of the principal in developing these
constructs.

Self-Efficacy

A key component of social cognitive theory is self-efficacy. In 1977, Bandura
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introduced a theoretical framework to explain the origins of personal efficacy and predict
the role of personal efficacy in a person’s life. In later studies, he defined self-efficacy as
“the beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required to
produce given levels of attainments” (Bandura, 1998, p. 53), and hypothesized that selfefficacy influences choice of activities, levels of efforts towards the activities, and
persistence in completing the activities.
Bandura (1982, 1995) viewed self-efficacy within his social cognitive theory and
believed that learning occurs in a social context through interaction and observation. He
justified the value of self-efficacy within the theory by illustrating its power to yield
changes in actions and behavior. He believed that people’s beliefs in their capabilities are
more pervasive and predictive of success than actually possessing the abilities. He
illustrated this concept more clearly by explaining that two people with the same
knowledge and skills may perform at much different levels depending on their selfefficacy. According to Bandura (1998), self-efficacy is the foundation of action, and if a
person does not believe they can produce a desired effect, they will have no incentive to
act.
Self-efficacy has a marked impact on actions and behavior. Bandura (1977) stated
that perceived self-efficacy not only influences choice of activities but also affects coping
efforts, including the amount of effort expended in stressful situations and how long a
person will persist in these efforts when dealing with the stressful situations. Bandura
suggested that in all conditions, the stronger the efficacy the more likely the task will be
completed successfully. Banduras’ construct of self-efficacy plays out in schools in the
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form of teacher efficacy.

Teacher Efficacy

Bandura (1997) identified teacher efficacy as a type of self-efficacy and described
that teachers with a high sense of efficacy believe that difficult students are teachable and
that they can overcome outside negative conditions. Teachers with low efficacy believe
their influence on students is limited by the influences of home and community.
Tschannen-Moran and Barr (2004) further defined teacher efficacy as “the teacher’s
belief in his or her capability to organize and execute courses of action required to
successfully accomplish a specific teaching task in a particular context” (p. 233).
Tschannen-Moran and Barr described a process that reinforces a teacher’s set of efficacy
beliefs. The process begins with a successful experience. The success increases efficacy,
which motivates further effort. When the effort proves successful, efficacy increases.
Efficacy thus builds upon each additional incident of success.
Just as self-efficacy influences actions and behaviors, teacher efficacy influences
the goals teachers set, their levels of aspirations, and a teacher’s general orientation
toward the educational practice and specific instructional practices (Goddard, 2001;
Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Teacher efficacy practices increased the effort teachers
put into teaching (Allinder, 1994; Ashton & Webb, 1986; Gusky, 1988; Stein & Wang,
1988) and improved student achievement (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Ross, 1992;
Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Teachers with a strong sense of efficacy devoted more
time to academic tasks, conveyed high expectations of student achievement, and
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rewarded success (Bandura, 1995). Studies have shown that teacher efficacy improved
student achievement (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Ross, 1992; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998.)
Teacher efficacy is an important construct in a teacher’s daily practices; however,
there is a strong movement from teachers working in isolation to teachers working
collaboratively. The collective nature of school and teaching can be better understood
through the construct of TCE.

Teacher Collective Efficacy

Bandura (1998) pointed out that high efficacy is a key to group members working
together successfully to perform a task. Bandura (1995) coined the phrase of collective
efficacy as “the groups’ shared belief in its conjoint capabilities to organize and execute
courses of action required to produce given levels of attainments” (p. 477). The
perceptions of a group of teachers and their ability as a whole to have a positive effect on
students is referred to as teacher collective efficacy (Bandura, 1993). Bandura
emphasized that TCE includes the group’s shared belief in its collective capabilities to
organize and perform required actions to produce a specific level of accomplishment.
Tschannen-Moran and Barr (2004) stated, “Teachers’ collective efficacy refers to a
perception from a group of teachers that they can make a difference to students despite
the educational impact of homes and communities” (p. 190).
Tschannen-Moran and Barr (2004) explained that teacher efficacy is an individual
property where TCE refers to a “property of the school” (p. 191), and though they
influence one another in reciprocal ways, a school’s collective teacher efficacy is an
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attribute beyond the aggregate of individual teacher’s self-efficacy. Goddard et al. (2000)
noted that collective efficacy builds on self-efficacy and teacher efficacy and includes the
group’s shared belief in its capabilities to execute a course of action to produce a high
level of attainment.
Collective efficacy influences shared beliefs held by teachers and can influence
teachers to exert more effort (Hoy, 2010). Bandura (1977) calls such efforts “group
enablement” and suggested that TCE is promoted when teachers view knowledge as an
acquirable attribute and believe they have the capabilities to get their students to attain
academic success despite students’ disadvantaged backgrounds (p. 503).
Schools with high TCE displayed persistence and resiliency when working with
students (Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004). A strong sense of shared group capability
established a cultural norm for success that encouraged group members to work toward
desired ends (Bandura, 1993; Goddard et al., 2000). Goddard et al. (2000) found that
efficacious schools accepted challenging goals, demonstrated strong effort, accepted
personal responsibility for student learning, and believed they could teach their students
despite negative external forces.

Sources of Teacher Collective Efficacy
Goddard et al. (2000) described elements essential in the development of TCE.
The process begins as teachers analyze their assigned tasks to determine what will be
required to engage in teaching. Then teachers make judgments about the competence of
their colleagues to complete the required tasks. These judgments are reinforced or
weakened through various sources. Bandura (1993) introduced four sources of self-
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efficacy: mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, social persuasion, and the
emotional arousal or affective state. In an analysis synthesizing existing collective
efficacy research, Goddard et al. (2004) investigated the four sources to determine if they
applied within a collective efficacy construct and found evidence that each of the four
sources applied at a group level. The findings of Goddard et al. are explained in more
detail in what follows.
Mastery experience. Goddard et al. (2004) spoke of mastery experience as the
“most powerful” source of efficacy information (p. 5). The authors found that mastery
experience is a positive predictor of differences among schools in their perceived
collective efficacy. Mastery experiences can illustrate the reciprocal relationship between
teacher self-efficacy and teacher collective-efficacy referred to by Tschannen-Moran and
Barr (2004). A school that includes teachers who are individually confident about their
own capabilities, will most likely be one in which collective teacher efficacy is strong
(Goddard, 2001). And at the same time, a teacher’s thoughts about his or her own
capabilities will be influenced by beliefs about the group’s capability (Goddard, 2001).
Vicarious experience. Goddard et al. (2004) stated that collective efficacy could
also be enhanced through observation. The efficacy of an individual or group can be
enhanced through observation of another individual or group modeling successful
experiences. Schools wanting to improve their perceived collective efficacy could gain
experience by observing successful programs in other schools. Another example of
vicarious experience is when teachers engage in conversations with colleagues regarding
success and what works in the classroom (Goddard, 2001). Perceived collective efficacy
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can be enhanced by observing and discussing successful individuals and organizations.
Social persuasion. Goddard et al. (2004) suggested that encouragement or
specific performance feedback might influence the collective efficacy of a faculty. The
researchers explained that this source may not have a strong influence standing alone, but
when provided in conjunction with other experiences, it can influence efficacy
perceptions by inspiring action (Goddard et al., 2004).
Emotional arousal/Affective state. Goddard et al. (2004) stated that though there
is little research on the impact of emotional states on collective efficacy, organizations
with strong beliefs could tolerate pressure more readily. As teachers are more at ease with
tasks, they feel more capable.

Student Achievement and Teacher
Collective Efficacy
Collective efficacy is strongly related to student achievement in schools (Bandura,
1993; Eells, 2011; Goddard, 2001; Goddard et al., 2000; Ramos, Costa e Silva, Pontes,
Fernandez, & Nina, 2014). Tshannen-Moran and Barr (2004) found that there is a
reciprocal relationship between collective teacher efficacy and student achievement.
Increased student achievement results in higher collective teacher efficacy while lower
student achievement results in lower collective efficacy.
In early TCE studies, Bandura (1993) found that the effect of perceived collective
efficacy on student achievement was stronger than the direct link between school
socioeconomic status and student achievement. Recently however, school socioeconomic
status has been identified as a stronger predictor of student achievement than TCE
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(Fancera & Bliss, 2011; Moolenaar et al., 2012). Bandura (1995) suggested that if no
effort is made to enhance the collective efficacy of schools with high percentages of
disadvantaged students, the sense of efficacy could be eroded. Ramos et al. (2014)
pointed out that an investment in the development of TCE was important because the
construct could be changed where socioeconomic status could not.
In 2008, John Hattie published Visible Learning: A Synthesis of Over 800 Metaanalyses Relating to Achievement. The book identified the factors that have the greatest
impact on student achievement. Hattie updated his synthesis regularly and in 2016,
ranked TCE as the number one factor influencing student achievement (Hattie, 2016)
based on a meta-analysis by Eells (2011). Hattie (2008) used effect sizes to compare the
extent of influence, and described an effect size of 0.6 as large. Teacher collective
efficacy was reported with an effect size of 1.57 (Eells, 2011), suggesting that teacher
collective efficacy plays an important role in student achievement.
TCE is an important part of a school structure, and despite the challenges of
greater accountability and minimal control, Bandura (1995) asserts that high levels of
TCE remain possible. Given the research on the importance of TCE and the sources of
TCE (Bandura, 1977; Goddard et al., 2004, Hattie, 2016), it is important to consider what
role a principal can have in fostering this construct.

School Leadership

Northouse (2013) defined leadership as “a process whereby an individual
influences a group of individuals to achieve a common goal” (p. 5). Leadership has many
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implications for education. Marzano et al. (2005) conducted a meta-analysis on 69 studies
exploring school leadership and concluded that even though variations in theories are
abundant, “leadership is considered to be vital to the successful functioning of many
aspects of a school” (p. 5). Moreover, in 2004, the Wallace Foundation commissioned a
group of researchers from the Universities of Minnesota and Toronto to examine current
research on the role of school leadership in improving learning. The results indicated “of
all the factors that contribute to what students learn at school, present evidence led us to
the conclusion that leadership is second in strength only to classroom instruction” (p. 70).
Marzano et al. (2005) identified “twenty-one responsibilities of the school leader”
(p. 41) that were found to have high correlation with student achievement. For example,
some of the 21 responsibilities included affirmation, communication, culture,
ideals/beliefs, optimizer, and relationships. Establishing a healthy and productive culture
was one of the key responsibilities because, as Marzano et al. explained, “an effective
leader builds a culture that positively influences teachers, who, in turn, positively
influence students” (p. 47).

Leadership Styles and Teacher
Collective Efficacy
Principals are important contributors to the enhancement of the collective efficacy
of the school (Bandura, 1995; Demir, 2008; Goddard, 2001; Ross & Gray, 2006;
Tschannen-Moran & Burr, 2004). Leithwood and Duke (1999) identified six leadership
models that were most often addressed in leadership studies. Of these models, two rose as
the prominent theories influential in educational leadership: instructional leadership and
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transformational leadership (see Table 2). Instructional leadership focuses on student
achievement or progress and came from the effective schools research in the 1980s.
Marzano et al. (2005) suggested it is the most popular in educational research.

Table 2
A Comparative Overview of Instructional and Transformational Leadership
Instructional leadership

Transformational leadership

Defining characteristics

Defining characteristics








Managing curriculum
Leading learning
On line learning
Special needs
Timetabling
Promoting positive behavior

Smith & Andrews, 1989





Resource Provider
Instructional Resource
Communicator
Visible presence








Bass, 1985





Blase & Blase, 1999






Encouraging and facilitating the study of
teaching and learning
Facilitating collaborative efforts among
teachers
Establishing coaching relationships
among teachers
Using instruction research to make
decisions
Using principles of adult learning when
dealing with teachers

Human resources
Team building
Leading people/Communication
Conflict management
Distributed leadership
Leading change

Individualized consideration (providing
personal attention to neglected members)
Inspirational motivation (communicating
high expectations)
Intellectual stimulation (encouraging
followers to think in new ways)
Idealized influence (modeling exemplary
behavior)

Leithwood, 1994








School vision and goals
A productive school culture
Intellectual stimulation
Individualized support
Modeling
High expectations
Participation in decisions

Hallinger & Murphy, 1985
 Defining the school’s mission
 Managing curriculum and instruction
 Promoting a positive school climate
Note. Defining characteristics from Glickman, Gordon, & Ross-Gordon (2009). Other references noted on
table.
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Transformational leadership in its most simple terms is described as “a process that
changes and transforms people” (Northouse, 2013, p. 185). Transformational leadership
emphasizes emotions and values. Leithwood (1994) articulated the importance of
transformational leadership to address the current challenges facing schools. The models
of instructional leadership and transformational leadership have well-developed evidence
showing they are prominent factors in shaping the culture within a school to impact
student achievement (Bass & Riggio, 2006; Blase & Blase, 1999; Goddard, Goddard,
Sook Kim, & Miller, 2015; Leithwood, 1994). Results showed that teacher collaboration,
as well as teacher collective efficacy were strongly predicted by principal’s instructional
leadership (Goddard et al., 2015).
The leadership models have been shown to have an influence on TCE. Goddard et
al. (2015) found a linkage among principal leadership, teacher collaboration, collective
efficacy, and student achievement. Calik, Sezgin, Kavgaci, and Kilinc (2012) found that
the school principals’ instructional leadership had a positive and significant effect on
teachers’ self-efficacy and affected teacher collective efficacy through self-efficacy.
Demir (2008) conducted a study to explore the relationship of transformational leadership
practices with collective teacher efficacy. The results of the study indicated that
transformational leadership behaviors were significantly related to collective teacher
efficacy through the self-efficacy of teachers and through a collaborative school culture
(Demir, 2008).
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School Climate and Teacher
Collective Efficacy
A principal is an important contributor to the climate of a school and to the
development of TCE (Bandura, 1995; Demir, 2008; Goddard, 2001; Ross & Gray, 2006;
Tschannen-Moran & Burr, 2004). Principals who excel in establishing a sense of purpose
and getting their staff to work together and who advocate on behalf of teachers enhance
collective teacher efficacy (Bandura, 1995). Research supports that school principals can
be viewed as the school-wide “community organizer” who is central in building TCE as
they construct a self-directing community that is motivated and unified (Bandura, 1995,
p. 501).
The USOE (2013) introduced the Utah Educational Leadership Standards to
provide a resource for Utah school leaders to analyze, prioritize, and ultimately improve
teaching and learning. The document consists of six standards that serve as the
foundation of administrative evaluation tools for Utah districts. Salient to the current
study is Standard 2: Teaching and Learning, a standard that addresses many of the
socially mediated activities conducted by principals on a consistent basis (USOE, 2013).
Each leadership standard includes indicators that provide a more clear description of the
standard. The first indicator in Standard 2 states that an educational leader “builds
organizational capacity that collectively improves instructional practices and student
outcomes.” The second indicator emphasizes that educational leaders “build a
professional culture of trust, openness, and collaboration.” These indicators emphasize
the fundamental role of a school “community organizer” (Bandura, 1995).
The National School Climate Center (2012) defines school climate as “the quality
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and character of school life related to norms and values, interpersonal relations and social
interactions, and organizational processes and structures” (p. 2). In a meta-analysis of 69
studies that investigated leadership, Marzano et al. (2005) identified four behaviors of
leaders that promote culture as (a) promoting cohesion among staff; (b) promoting a
sense of well-being among staff; (c) developing an understanding of purpose among staff;
(d) developing a shared vision of what the school could be like (p. 46).

Justification for Study

Existing studies regarding leadership and TCE have come from correlation studies
that provide an understanding of the relationships between the variables of collective
efficacy and leadership styles (Calik et al., 2012; Dussault, Payette & Leroux, 2008).
Researchers have called for an increase in studies identifying sources of TCE. Fancera
and Bliss (2011) suggested that research should observe ways in which principal
leadership might improve TCE. Henson (2002) suggested a new stage of research that
explores the sources of collective teacher efficacy and how to promote efficacy change in
teachers. Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) argued that qualitative studies of TCE were
“overwhelmingly neglected” and suggested interviews and observations to provide
descriptions of the development of teacher efficacy (p. 242). Dussault et al., Ramos et al.
(2014), and Wheatley (2005) agreed that TCE should be examined more closely through
multiple sources of data collection such as direct observation and dialogue. This
qualitative study can fill the gaps identified by these researchers.
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Summary

This literature review began with a description of the theoretical framework
addressing Bandura’s (1989) social cognitive theory and provided support for the use of
this framework to answer the study’s three research questions. Self-efficacy was
described and established as an important component of social cognitive theory and as a
foundational element of teacher efficacy. The literature review provided a definition of
teacher collective efficacy, provided sources of teacher collective efficacy, and provided
support that teacher collective efficacy impacts student achievement.
The review focused on the impact of the principal in building and fostering TCE
by way of leadership styles and the school climate. Studies within the review showed that
researchers supported the need for additional exploration identifying sources of TCE
through the use of observation and dialogue. This study gathered individual perspectives
through interviews to build a broad understanding of principals’ attitudes, behaviors, and
practices that most influence TCE and thus provided a missing component in TCE
literature.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this study was to investigate the attitudes, behaviors, and practices
of principals in fostering TCE. This chapter will begin with a description of the design of
the study, followed by a description of the study procedures. A table that provides an
overview of the procedures is included to help clarify the process used to address the
research questions. Following the overview of the procedures, the measures included in
this study, a survey and an interview protocol, will be discussed. Selection of participants
will be described in this chapter. The chapter will end with a detailed description of the
data collection and analysis. A series of tables will provide clarity to the process followed
in analyzing the data to answer the research questions.

Study Design

This qualitative study employed a multisite case study design. A case study serves
the purpose of highlighting a specific issue within a real-life setting by exploring a case
through detailed data collection (Creswell, 2013). The specific issue in this study,
explored through the research questions, was what are principal attitudes, behaviors, and
practices that influence TCE. The focus in a case study; however, is on the case, a single
unit of analysis (Merriam, 2009). The unit of analysis in this study was the principal.
Multiple case studies were selected to illustrate the issue (Creswell, 2013)
In order to address the research questions sufficiently, the first step in conducting
a case study, the selection of cases, became of upmost importance (Creswell, 2013).
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Merriam (2009) argues that selection criteria that directly reflects the purpose of the
study and identifies “information-rich” participants should be used in choosing the sites
(p. 78). This step included the use of a survey to measure a set of variables that allowed
an unbiased selection of schools with high TCE (Creswell & Clark, 2011). Once sites
were selected, the study delved deeply into the phenomena of TCE using an interpretive
framework of social constructivism. Creswell stated that the goal of research within a
social constructivist framework is to “rely as much as possible on the participants’ views
of the situation” (p. 25). This study was designed to gather perspectives of principals and
teachers within a school that exhibited high TCE. Qualitative processes of content
analysis, within-case analysis, and cross-case analysis were applied in order to build a
broader understanding of the attitudes, behaviors, and practices of principals that
influence TCE. An overview of procedures can be found in Table 3.

Procedures

The first step in this multisite case study was the selection of cases. Cases for this
study were purposefully selected using a measure of TCE. The Collective Teacher
Efficacy survey (Goddard et al., 2000) was the primary instrument in selecting school
sites with high TCE in order to gather data from “information-rich” schools that could
provide insight directly related to the purpose of the study (Merriam, 2009, p. 77). SPSS
software was used to analyze survey results and provide descriptive statistics. The
schools with the highest measure of TCE were selected. The second step was the
selection of interview participants. Teachers from each of the selected sites were

30
Table 3
Overview of Procedures
Phase

Procedure


Case Selection

Purposeful sampling for
multisite case study
Teacher Collective
Efficacy Survey
SPSS Software
Purposefully selected
cases based on measure of
TCE

 Cross-sectional webbased survey (n = 19
schools)
 Numeric data from
survey (n = 271)
 Descriptive statistics
 Cases (n=4)



Random selection of
teachers

 Teacher participants
(n = 15)



Individual in-depth
interviews with the
principal and teachers
Transcribe, online
software

 Text data (interview
transcripts) (n = 19)

Content Analysis
Coding and thematic
analysis
NVivo Software

 Codes and themes
 Categories
 Visual model


Within-case and acrosscase theme development
Interpretation and
explanation of the
quantitative and
qualitative results

 Theme development to
answer research questions
 Discussion
 Implications
 Future research





Interview
Participant
Selection

Data Collection





Data Analysis





Interpretation

Product

randomly selected to participate in the interviews. The third step included data collection.
Interviews were conducted with participating teachers and principals. The data was
transcribed using Transcribe, an online transcription and dictation software. The fourth
step involved data analysis. NVivo software was used to conduct content analysis
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through coding and thematic analysis. The final step was the interpretation of the data
through within-case and cross-case analysis.

Measures

Collective Teacher Efficacy
The Collective Teacher Efficacy survey (Goddard et al., 2000A) was the primary
instrument in selecting the cases. This survey consisted of statements to which the
participants were asked to rate their degree of agreement or disagreement such as
“Teachers here are confident they will be able to motivate their students” and “Teachers
in this school are skilled in various methods of teaching.” Possible responses were listed
on a 6-point Likert-type scale, with responses ranging from 1 “Strongly Disagree” to 6
“Strongly Agree.”
This instrument was selected because of its theoretical analysis of the collective
efficacy construct, reflecting the effectiveness of respondents’ actions as a group versus
as an individual (Bandura, 1993; Goddard et al., 2000). Goddard et al. expanded on the
teacher efficacy model developed by Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) by wording items so
they reflected group competence and analysis of teaching task. This supported a social
cognitive theory. Bandura (1997) explained, “Collective efficacy is not simply the sum of
the efficacy beliefs of individuals. Rather, it is an emergent group-level attribute that is
the product of coordinative and interactive dynamics” (p. 7).
Validity and reliability. The Collective Teacher Efficacy Scale was validated
first using a pilot study of 46 teachers belonging to 46 schools from the U.S. (Goddard, et
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al., 2000). To verify the validity of the scale, the researchers used an analysis of the items
made by specialists in the field. The Likert items were submitted to a second group,
consisting of teachers, to verify their level of comprehension. A second study of 452
teachers in 47 schools in a large Midwest district completed the survey. Tests to measure
the consistency of the scale resulted in Cronbach’s alpha of 0.96. Results from both
studies suggested that the scale was a reliable measure of collective efficacy. In criterionrelated validity tests, collective teacher efficacy was shown to have a negative relation to
schools and teacher powerlessness and a positive relation to teacher efficacy and trust in
colleagues (Goddard et al., 2000).
Interviews. A semistructured, open-ended interview protocol, designed to
highlight the role of the principal in fostering TCE, was used for teachers. The same
protocol, with slightly different questions, was used for administrators. The interview
protocol was piloted with four principals and three teachers. Based on results of the pilot,
the interview questions were reordered and revised.
The term Teacher Collective Efficacy was unfamiliar to many participating
principals and teachers; therefore, a definition of TCE was read before each interview. In
addition, the interview questions were written using familiar constructs that fit within
typical descriptions of TCE. The interview protocols (Appendix A and Appendix B)
consisted of eight open-ended questions. Sample questions for teachers included the
following.


What principal attitudes, behaviors, or practices positively affect your ability
to effectively teach?



In what ways does your principal help you build professional confidence?
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Sample questions for administrators include:


How do you implement programs or changes to ensure the greatest success?



In what ways do you help teachers build professional confidence?

Demographics
Participant demographics were collected (Appendix C), including gender, age,
ethnicity, number of years teaching, grade level, and number of years teaching at the
current school (see Table 10 found later in Chapter IV).

Participants

Case Study Site Selection
The case study sites were selected from elementary schools in a large school
district in Utah. The district served over 52,000 students in 54 schools, including 34
elementary schools, 10 middle schools, 5 high schools, and 5 technical/special schools.
The district’s boundaries included six cities. As per the District’s Research Review
Committee suggestion, administrators from each of the 34 elementary schools were
invited by email to participate in the study. Participation was completely voluntary.
Principals who agreed to participate, sent a researcher-prepared email to faculty
members, asking them to complete an online survey measuring Teacher Collective
Efficacy (Goddard et al., 2000).
School sites were purposefully selected based on the results of the survey. The
goal of the survey was to identify schools with high teacher collective efficacy, which
directly related to the research questions. Creswell (2014) discussed the importance of
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selecting participants who have experienced the phenomenon being studied; therefore,
schools were selected based on rankings of their TCE score. Results from the survey
were analyzed and used to inform the selection of four schools to participate in the
interview process. Leithwood, Strauss, and Anderson (2008) used survey data reflecting
school leaders’ collective efficacy to purposefully select principals to participate in
interviews during a qualitative study to identify district contributions to the leaders’ sense
of efficacy.

Interview Participants
Principals from the selected schools were chosen as the case, or unit of analysis
and were invited to participate in an interview (Merriam, 2009). Principals were asked for
permission to conduct teacher interviews at their respective sites. A faculty list was
generated for each participating school, and using an online random generator, five
teachers from each school were selected to participate in the interviews. The principal
was notified of the teachers’ names and selected teachers received an email invitation
from the researcher to participate. Interviews were scheduled with the principal, along
with three to five teachers from each school who agreed to participate (n = 19).

Data Collection

Authorization from both the IRB and the LEA were obtained prior to interaction
with the participants. During the first strand of data collection, the case site selection, a
survey was administered online via Qualtrics, a popular online survey provider. The
survey was sent via email to participating principals to share with school faculty
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members. The email to the principals explained the purpose and procedures associated
with the study along with a separate email to distribute to their teachers. The teacher
email included a hyper-link to the secure survey website that provided teachers easy
access to begin and complete the survey.
Teachers were initially directed to review the Informed Consent form (Appendix
F) included as part of the Qualtrics documents and indicate their agreement to participate.
Faculty members who agreed to participate in the study were then directed to the
Collective Teacher Efficacy survey (Goddard et al., 2000), followed by a demographics
survey (Appendix B).
Qualitative data was collected in a series of individual interviews. The
administrator of each selected school, and three to five teachers from each school were
interviewed. The interviews occurred at the respective schools and lasted between thirty
minutes to one hour per individual.

Data Analysis

Online Survey
The first step of the study was to measure school’s TCE through an online survey.
Nineteen schools agreed to participate. Descriptive analyses were utilized to inform a
purposeful selection for the case study sites. Schools were ranked according to their TCE
measure, defined by Goddard et al. (2000) as the statistical mean of individual teacher
scores. Schools were eliminated from the ranking based on a sample size of less than five
responses as per Goddard’s et al. decision rule. Principals of two participating schools
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were reassigned shortly after the survey; because of these extenuating circumstances, the
two impacted schools were eliminated. Once a final list was generated, a selection (n = 4)
was made of schools to participate as the sites of the multisite case study. Principals of
the selected schools were invited to participate as the case, or unit of analysis (Merriam,
2009). Five teachers from each school were randomly selected using an online random
name generator. Teachers were invited by email to participate in the interviews.
Interviews were scheduled as teachers accepted the invitation.
Creswell (2013) suggested that qualitative methods should be used when an issue
is to be explored. This study was intended to be an exploration of the attitudes, behaviors,
and practices of principals in fostering TCE. The study utilized multisite case study
methodology. Merriam (2009) described a case study as “an in-depth description and
analysis of a bounded system” (p. 40). The bounded system, or case, in this study was a
school principal, and the study involved collecting and analyzing data from several cases.
As Merriam explained, “the unit of analysis, not the topic of investigation, characterizes a
case study” (p. 41). Merriam further stated, “By concentrating on a single phenomenon or
entity (the case), the researcher aims to uncover the interaction of significant factors
characteristic of the phenomenon” (p. 43). The case study focuses on holistic description
and explanation to answer the three research questions.

Qualitative Analysis
Interview data was gathered, transcribed, and exported into computer software.
Content analysis, the process of coding raw data and constructing relevant categories,
was used to code the data (Merriam, 2009). Common themes across the participants’
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responses were identified. Categories using the common themes were then used to further
analyze participants’ responses. Principals’ responses were analyzed using multiple
sources to create snippets, brief, yet detailed scenarios of a principal’s attitudes,
behaviors, and practices. Within-case analysis was used in order to gain better clarity on
the attitudes, behaviors, and practices of principals. Cross-case analysis was then used to
identify fundamental features of fostering TCE and answer the research questions. The
following provides a step-by-step description of the process.
Step one. The first step of the qualitative analysis was for each interview to be
audio taped and transcribed verbatim (Creswell, 2014). Participants were assigned an
identification number prior to the interview. This identification number was used in place
of the participant’s name in order to protect participant confidentiality and anonymity on
all subsequent data for this project (see Table 4).
Step two. Step two of coding (see Table 5) was completed using a broad-based
coding approach referred to by Hsieh and Shannon (2005) as “summative content
analysis” (p. 1283). In this approach, researchers explore words to understand contextual
use. NVivo provided word frequency queries to identify the most commonly used words.
The words could be sorted by principal and teacher, as well as by school. Word clouds
(Appendix D) and word trees (Appendix E) provided visual representations of frequently

Table 4
Data Analysis: Step 1, Data Transcription
Description
 Transcribed 19 interviews verbatim,
using online program, Transcribe

Result
 Single-spaced, 65 pages of interview notes
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Table 5
Data Analysis: Step 2, Summative Content Analysis
Description

Result

 Uploaded transcribed interviews to
NVivo
 Conducted broad-based coding using
Word Frequency in NVivo

 Most commonly used words – by principal, by
teacher, by school. (For example, one principal’s
list included confidence, collaborative,
professional. While another’s included instruction,
professional, discussion.)

 Used Text Search in NVivo to identify
the context of commonly used words

 Word clouds – visual representation of most
commonly used words

 Used Text Search in NVivo to code
commonly used words

 Word trees – provided context of selected words.
(For example, two principals repeatedly used the
word professional. One principal used it in context
of describing teachers. The other used it referring to
professional development.)
 References coded for 26 commonly-used words
such as celebrate, equal, focus, positive,
relationship, support

used words or selected words and revealed word usage patterns. This approach to coding
helped to explore perceptions and differences around one word or phrase. During this
summative content analysis, 26 notable words and phrases from the text queries were
coded.
Step three. The third step of qualitative analysis included coding by a priori
themes or constructs. Hsieh and Shannon (2005), call this “directed content analysis” and
explain its purpose is to “validate a framework or theory” (p. 1281). Interviews were first
coded by the research question topics of attitudes, behaviors, and practices. The
interviews were coded again using Bandura’s (1997) four sources of efficacy: mastery
experience, vicarious experience, persuasion, and affective state. After reviewing the
references for the two different approaches, it became evident that the a priori topics
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were incredibly broad and needed “subcategories for subsequent analysis” (Hsieh &
Shannon, 2005, p. 1282). This directed content analysis supported the need for further
analysis (see Table 6). In addition, this step provided a data set to use in the triangulation
of data to promote validity.
Step four. Conventional content analysis was employed to code all interviews
based on the content within each interview (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). This allowed a
more in-depth look at responses. Interviews were read word-by-word and key thoughts or
concepts were coded (see Table 7). As the process continued, themes began to emerge.
Acknowledge work, common goals, communication, trust, and support were among the
forty-four themes that surfaced. This list was compared to the coding that was completed
in Step Two using the notable words. All notable words were included within the fortyfour themes. Case studies allow the researcher to gain insight and discover characteristics
of an entity (Merriam, 2009). In this study, the principal was the entity, and as the
principal interviews were coded, insights and characteristics of each principal were noted
and added to a memo within NVivo.

Table 6
Data Analysis: Step 3, Directed Content Analysis
Description

Result

 Coded all interviews in NVivo by
research questions – attitude, behavior,
and practices

 References for each topic. Attitude = 120; Behavior
= 182; Practices = 183

 Reviewed coded references

 Noticed patterns within each topic

 Coded all interviews in NVivo by
Bandura’s sources of efficacy

 References for each topic. Mastery Experience =
123; Vicarious Experience = 53; Social Persuasion
= 84; Affective States = 69

 Reviewed coded references

 Noticed patterns within each topic
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Table 7
Data Analysis: Step 4, Conventional Content Analysis
Description

Result

 Coded by individual interview into themes in
NVivo

 References for 44 themes

 Created memos from principal interviews
recorded major ideas or emphasis
 Conducted a Matrix Coding query in NVivo
using the 44 themes by school, by teacher and
by principal

 Memo of major emphases for each principal
 Matrix Query table reporting the number of
references for each theme by school, by
principal, and by teacher
 References for 19 themes

 Identified highest referenced themes by
school, by principal, and by teacher
 Highlighted all themes referenced at least
three times by each school and identified the
themes highlighted by three or four of the
schools.
 Recoded the remaining 25 themes in NVivo
where appropriate

During Step four, the references from the 44 topics were categorized by school
and by principal and teacher using NVivo’s matrix coding. The results showed a table
listing the number of references of each topic by school and by principal or teacher. The
topics that were most referenced by principal, by teacher, and by school were highlighted.
Nineteen of the 44 topics were referenced at least three times by at least three of the
schools; many of the 19 topics were referenced by all four schools. The remaining
references were then re-coded to fit within the 19 topics, as appropriate.
Step five. Step five (see Table 8) began with a matrix-coding query for each of
the 19 themes for each school. Once this was done, the remaining organizing and
analyzing was completed manually. The references coded from each principal were
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Table 8
Data Analysis: Step 5, Organization of Principal Attitudes, Behaviors, and Practices
Description

Result

 Conducted a coding query in NVivo by
school for each of the 19 themes

 Reference reports for each of the 19 themes by
school

 Reviewed principal references of 19 themes
along with the principal memos of important
points

 Triad models (snippets) representing Attitudes,
Behaviors, and Practices of Principals

 Extracted attitudes, behaviors, and practices
from the themes that matched the ideas from
the memos

 Snippets were written for each case study

 Organized teacher references from the
themes by attitude, behavior, and practices,
matching each triad snippet.

reviewed, and attitudes, behaviors, and practices were extracted from the theme
references. The same process was used to organize teacher references within each theme
by attitude, behavior, and practice. (see Table 8). The insights and characteristics noted in
the principal memos were reviewed and combined with the theme references to create
examples of interactions among attitudes, behaviors, and practices (see Figure 3 in
Chapter IV).
Step six. The within-case and cross-case analysis, was the final step in analyzing
the results of the qualitative data (see Table 9). Principals’ attitudes, behaviors, and
practices were delineated for each case study. The lists were used to write a within-case
analysis for each case study. The lists from each school were then combined in sets of
attitudes, behaviors, and practices. Each set was sorted into clusters to facilitate
comparisons and identify features of fostering TCE. The clusters were used to understand
TCE better by grouping and conceptualizing attitudes, behaviors, and practices. When
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Table 9
Data Analysis: Step 6, Within-Case and Cross-Case Analyses
Description

Result

 Attitudes, behaviors, and practices were
delineated for each case study

 A table of attitudes, behaviors, and practices for
each case study

 The lists were used to complete a withincase analysis for each case study

 Within-case analysis for each case study

 The lists from each school were combined in
sets of attitudes, behaviors, and practices.

 A matrix of sets and clusters of attitudes,
behaviors, and practices

 Each set was sorted into clusters to facilitate
comparisons and identify features of
fostering TCE

using a clustering tactic, Miles and Huberman (1994) recommend asking the question,
“What is this specific thing an instance of?” This iteration moved the process to a school
level as the question “what is this specific thing an instance of?” was asked of each
cluster. Through this cross-case matrix fundamental features of fostering TCE were
identified to answer the research questions.

Validity and Reliability
Validity in qualitative research indicates consistency and trustworthiness
regarding activities and events associated with the phenomenon. To improve validity, the
data was constantly compared to allow for triangulation (Creswell, 2013). This was done
by juxtaposing different forms of data from the data set. In one comparison, principals
were compared to principals. Another set of data compared principals to teachers.
Teachers were compared with other teachers throughout the process. A comparisons
process across themes was also applied. Another validity strategy applied to the study
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was that of rich, thick description (Creswell, 2013). Information collected from
interviews was included in a “highly, descriptive, detailed presentation” in the findings of
the study” (Merriam, 2009, p. 227).

Summary

This chapter provided a description of the methodology used to answer the
research questions. The chapter established the design of the study as a multisite case
study used for investigating the attitudes, behaviors, and practices of principals that
influence TCE. The section established the principal as the case, or the unit of analysis, in
this study. The chapter explained the importance of the selection of the sites in answering
the research questions. In order to identify the attitudes, behaviors, and practices of
principals in influencing TCE, it was important to select sites with high measures of TCE.
The two measures used in the study were introduced, along with the data collection
process. The chapter described how school sites were purposefully selected using a
survey of TCE, and how interview participants were randomly selected using a random
name generator. The chapter described seven steps utilized in the content analysis. The
final step described the within-case and cross-case analyses designed to lead to the
identification of the attitudes, behaviors, and practices fundamental in fostering TCE.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

This chapter reports results of the study intended to answer the research questions:
(1) What are the attitudes held by principals that influence TCE?; (2) What are the
behaviors enacted by principals that influence TCE?; and (3) What are the practices
employed by principals that influence TCE? It will begin with a review of a multisite
case study design. The results will then be described in stages. First, results of the case
study site selection will be detailed. This will be followed by results of the case studies.
Each case study includes a brief description of the school. Attitudes, behaviors, and
practices of principals will be highlighted through snippets. Each case study will include
a within-case analysis. This chapter will conclude with a cross-case analysis that will
identify the fundamental features of fostering TCE by attitude, behavior, and practice.

Multisite Case Study Design Review

The first step in case study design is selecting a case (Creswell, 2013). This is an
important step in this study. In order to examine a principal’s influence on fostering TCE,
it was critical that participating schools had a high measure of TCE. Once schools were
selected, an in-depth investigation using qualitative methods could be employed. A
multisite case study design was used for collecting and analyzing interview data
(Creswell & Clark, 2011). The focus in a case study is on the case, a single unit of
analysis. The unit of analysis in this study was a principal. A case study serves the
purpose of highlighting a specific issue. The issue in this study was how principals
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fostered teacher collective efficacy through their attitudes, behaviors, and practices. A
within-case analysis was completed for each case study. A cross-case analysis was then
completed in order to answer the research questions.

Case Study Site Selection Results

An email asking principals to invite staff to participate in the first phase of the
study was sent individually to 34 elementary principals. The email included a link to the
online survey and a description of the study. The Collective Teacher Efficacy Scale
developed by Goddard et al. (2000) was available online. Nineteen principals, or 56% of
respondents, agreed to invite their staff to participate in the Collective Teacher Efficacy
survey (Goddard et al., 2000). Principals selected whether to complete the survey as a
staff or to invite teachers to complete the survey on their own. Educators from each of the
nineteen schools returned surveys (n = 271). Of the 271 participants, 20% (n = 18) were
male, and 80% (n = 253) were female. The participant’s average age was 44 (SD = 12.09)
with an average of 14 years teaching (SD = 9.75). Teachers spent an average of 6 years at
their current school (SD = 5.95). Participant demographics are shown in Table 10.
The purpose of this phase of the research was to identify and then select schools
with high teacher collective efficacy (TCE). Based on instructions from the survey, TCE
scores from the Collective Teacher Efficacy Scale were calculated by averaging the
individual teacher scores for each school (Goddard et al., 2000). Because TCE scores
were based on the averages per school, descriptive statistics were used to summarize the
results of the quantitative phase of this study and enabled comparisons across schools. A
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Table 10
Participant Demographics
Characteristics
Years teaching
Years at school
Age

n
270
269
267

%

15
36
32
40
26
35
38
49

6
13
12
15
10
13
14
18

Gender
Males
Females

18
253

20
80

Ethnicity
American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian/Asian American
African American/Black
Caucasian/White
Hispanic/Latino
Other

0
6
3
247
7
8

0
2
1
91
3
3

Grade level
Kindergarten
1st grade
2nd Grade
3rd Grade
4th Grade
5th Grade
6th Grade
Other

Mean
14.31
6.43
44.00

SD
9.75
5.95
12.09

reliability check on the survey responses from participants resulted in Cronbach’s alpha
of 0.88.
Descriptive statistics were run in SPSS to examine mean differences across
schools. The Teacher Collective Efficacy score for each individual school was calculated
by averaging the teacher scores (Goddard et al., 2000). Teacher Collective Efficacy
scores ranged from 66.86 to 79.33. The scores (see Table 11) were listed from highest to
lowest (SD = 7.76).
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Table 11
Descriptive Statistics from Quantitative Data
School
#1
#2
#3
#4
#5
#6
#7
#8
#9
#10
#11
#12
#13
#14
#15
#16
#17
#18
#19

n
3
3
20
4
21
13
31
3
18
10
13
28
18
24
23
19
5
8
7

TCE
79.33
75.67
75.45
74.50
73.90
73.77
71.90
71.67
71.44
71.40
71.15
70.86
70.61
69.29
68.09
67.58
67.40
66.88
66.86

SD
5.51
3.79
2.95
7.05
6.00
7.75
9.18
6.35
8.93
8.07
11.17
8.42
9.71
11.55
9.38
10.64
8.23
7.50
5.28

Schools with n < 5 were eliminated (Goddard et al., 2000). This removed five
schools from the selection. District factors were considered as well in eliminating two
schools (see Table 12). Specifically, the district was preparing to open two new
elementary schools for the 2017-2018 school year. This transition impacted School #6
and School #12 in two ways. First, because both of these schools were in the boundaries
of the new schools, the student enrollment would decrease, which meant several teachers
at the schools would be leaving the school. Second, the principals of School #6 and
School #12 were reassigned as the principals of the new schools. This change was
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Table 12
Overview of School Elimination Process
School
#1
#2
#3
#4
#5
#6
#7
#8
#9
#10
#11
#12
#13
#14
#15
#16
#17
#18
#19

n
3
3
20
4
21
13
31
3
18
10
13
28
18
24
23
19
5
8
7

TCE
79.33
75.67
75.45
74.50
73.90
73.77
71.90
71.67
71.44
71.40
71.15
70.86
70.61
69.29
68.09
67.58
67.40
66.88
66.86

Eliminated
YES n < 5
YES n < 5
YES n < 5
YES Other factors
Yes n < 5

Yes Other factors

Yes n <5

immediate. Because of the stress of this transition, both schools were eliminated from the
selection process. This left twelve schools from which to select. Based on TCE scores,
School # 3, School #5, School #7, and School #9 were selected. These schools would
become part of the qualitative study (see Table 13). Additional demographics for the four
selected schools will be included in the qualitative results section.

Case Study Results

This multisite case study integrated a framework adapted from Bandura’s (1989)
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Table 13
Descriptive Statistics of Selected Schools
School

n

TCE

SD

#3

20

75.45

2.95

#5

21

73.90

6.00

#7

31

71.90

9.18

#9

18

71.44

8.93

social cognitive theory to explore the attitudes, behaviors, and practices of principals that
fostered teacher collective efficacy. The framework is illustrated in Figure 3. This study
explored the role of principals in fostering TCE based on interactions between the three
categories of (a) the principal’s feelings, ideas, and convictions, referred to as attitudes;
(b) the behaviors of the principal; and (c) the practices of the principal to influence school
environment, referred to as practices. Themes from the content analysis were used to
create snippets, brief yet detailed scenarios illustrating an interaction of principal’s
attitudes, behaviors, and practices. The snippets within this study began with an example
of the principal's feelings or thoughts (attitude). The behaviors and practices were
representative of the principal’s response(s) to the attitude. The interrelations among the
three categories were simplified for the purpose of this research. Placement between
designations, especially at the behavior and practice categories may be disputable;
however, care was taken to place the action in the most appropriate place based on the
description of each category as well as the context in which it was used.
Each case study began with an introduction to the case and an overview of the
school. In order to provide a thorough understanding of the results, each case study was
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Figure 3. Triad framework to identify the attitudes, behaviors, and practices of principals
in fostering teacher collective efficacy. The attitudes principals hold regarding student
success, their teacher’s abilities, their leadership responsibilities, etc. affect their behavior
and the practices they employ within the school environment.

reviewed in depth, followed by a within-case analysis highlighting common features
across the case study snippets (Merriam, 2009). The selected schools, along with the
principals and teachers were given fictitious names. As a quick reference point for
readers, the principal at each school was given the prefix Ms. or Mr. before the first
name. The teachers were referred to by a first name with no prefix.

Case Study #1: Clear Lake Elementary
Ms. Sally had been a principal for 2 years at Clear Lake Elementary. The staff at
Clear Lake scored a TCE of 71.44. As a new principal, Ms. Sally entered the school with
enthusiasm and lots of ideas for school improvement.
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The staff was a seasoned staff (see Table 14). Teachers had an average of 21 years
teaching experience and 11 years teaching at Clear Lake. The teachers were slow to
respond to the invitation to participate, but after Ms. Sally encouraged them, five teachers
agreed to be interviewed. Each participating teacher had over 20 years experience. One of
the teachers had spent 24 years at Clear Lake. Clear Lake had a core group of
experienced teachers who had spent the majority of their teaching career there.
The Clear Lake teachers interviewed were experienced and expressed confidence
in their teaching abilities. Their comments were less focused on the principal herself and
related more to the teachers’ individual classrooms.
Snippet #1: Attitudes. Ms. Sally was the newest of the principals participating in
this study. She had been at Clear Lake for two years. This was her first experience as a
principal, though she had worked as an assistant principal at two schools. She was very
clear when discussing the school and the teachers that their number one goal was “the
success of students.”

Table 14
Clear Lake Elementary Demographics

Participant

Role

Ms. Sally

Principal
rd

Years as principal
or teacher

Years at
Clear Lake

2

2

Number of
principals

Connie

3 Grade Teacher

34

24

6

Colleen

Kindergarten Teacher

Cathy
Claire
Charlotte

21

5

8

th

23

10

7

th

27

5

5

st

23

9

8

6 Grade Teacher
5 Grade ALPS Teacher
1 Grade Teacher
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Ms. Sally emphasized that her focus on student success drove her decisions to
implement programs. When two teachers approached her and told her that she was “really
stretching” and “pushing” them, her first thought was, “but we are doing what’s best for
kids, and we should always do that.”
Snippet #1: Behaviors. Upon arriving at Clear Lake, Ms. Sally was surprised to
see the test scores. Because the school housed a district accelerated learning program, she
expected them to be higher. At this realization, Ms. Sally took steps to initiate open
communication with the staff. She referred to the test scores during an opening staff
meeting and discussed how impressions of the school are often based on scores. “We
want to do what’s best for kids,” Ms. Sally announced to teachers.
Ms. Sally communicated her focus on students to teachers and often reminded
them that “this is what we do.” The staff was made up of many career educators who had
been at the school for generations. Ms. Sally spoke of teachers blaming low scores on the
students. She said she had many conversations with teachers, reminding them that “we
deal with what we have” and whatever students needed “we’re going to do.”
Snippet #1: Practices. In Ms. Sally’s excitement as a new principal, she started
several initiatives. She introduced “Better the Ball” as a mantra she learned in volleyball.
She explained that however the ball comes to you, you want to “better” it for the next
player and related this to teaching. However a student comes to you, you want to “better”
the situation so the next teacher can build on those successes.
Ms. Sally set up professional development two weeks before each district
benchmark where teams reviewed the standards covered in each test and identified how
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they would prepare the students.
Faculty meetings were focused on growth mindset. Teachers read and discussed a
section of a book on the topic. When given an opportunity to join a state-supported
school improvement program, Ms. Sally joined. At the time, district administrators were
encouraging a focus on data to improve student achievement. Ms. Sally felt the need for
support, and knew the program was moving in the direction she wanted for her school.
There were no verbal complaints about the initiatives. Connie explained how
“Better the Ball” was “needed at the beginning of the year” because it helped her feel like
“we’re going to make it better here.” Connie also talked about the impact the growth
mindset conversation had with her. She explained that it motivated her to believe she
could make a difference to students, “even though the money is not the best.” She felt
Ms. Sally was trying to make things positive. Colleen and Cathy both talked about the
growth mindset and how it was being used to help the staff find positive ways to adjust to
changes.
Claire noticed a change in conversations around the school. She felt these teacher
conversations were much stronger than in the past because they were about students,
learning, and helping students become successful. The efforts were making a difference
for students as well. In the first year of Ms. Sally’s principalship at Clear Lake, the staff
and students experienced significant growth scores in science, math, and English/
language arts.
Ms. Sally wanted teachers to believe they could impact student learning despite
outside factors, an essential component of TCE. She did this by reminding teachers
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through conversations and sharing successes
Snippet #2: Attitudes. The Clear Lake staff started the school year watching a
video telling the story of a little girl living in poverty and the positive impact teachers had
on her throughout her life. The Clear Lake teachers were touched by the story, but when
they discovered the story was of Ms. Sally, it became even more meaningful.
Cathy admired the courage and foresight of Ms. Sally to share her story and
connected it to how much Ms. Sally cared about students and staff. Ms. Sally did not
speak specifically about the video during the interview, but she became very emotional
when it was mentioned. The moment illuminated Ms. Sally’s desire to acknowledge the
work of her teachers. “I don’t know if they’ve gotten that for awhile,” she explained.
Comments and acknowledgements may penetrate the teachers more deeply at Clear Lake
and have a greater impact on them because of this experience.
Snippet #2: Behaviors. Many of the interactions Ms. Sally and the teachers
described were spontaneous expressions of gratitude where Ms. Sally let a teacher or
team know they were appreciated. One of these spontaneous expressions touched
Charlotte. Not remembering all the details, she explained that Ms. Sally turned to her and
said, “You know [Charlotte], I just want you to know you’re a great teacher.” This
touched Charlotte so much so that she made note of it in her journal. Charlotte explained,
“Not that you have to tell me, but I do like being reinforced. It meant a lot to me.” Cathy
also appreciated the acknowledgements and mentioned liking “little notes,” even though
she felt she did not “need that.”
Snippet #2: Practices. Ms. Sally felt that acknowledging teachers in any way was
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important, even though the teachers often said it was not important. She celebrated and
acknowledged teachers more formally in the weekly bulletin that was distributed to
teachers, called WAG. Ms. Sally hoped that her assurance and belief in teachers would
influence them to believe in themselves. Connie summed up how acknowledgement
helped her, “Positive feedback is critical to making someone feel appreciated and on
board with what’s happening at [the] school.”
Ms. Sally sought to build TCE by increasing teacher efficacy as she
acknowledged teachers and teams. A sense of acceptance permeated with the teachers
because they knew Ms. Sally’s background.
Snippet #3: Attitudes. Ms. Sally felt strongly that student success began with
“genuinely caring about what students [needed],” and she wanted to model to her
teachers that, as the principal, she genuinely cared about what they needed. Moreover,
Ms. Sally felt she could support teachers by using their strengths.
Snippet #3: Behaviors. Her first goal as a principal was to meet with each team
at the school. Ms. Sally was surprised when every grade level made reference to the idea
that “we love to work together” and described the strength of the school with the word
“unified.” As a new principal, Ms. Sally resolved to consider those strengths as she
moved forward.
Claire described how Ms. Sally looked for teacher strengths and used them to help
the students, which created a more “unified front.” Charlotte felt Ms. Sally described that
one way Ms. Sally strengthened the school’s efficacy was by, “helping bring out the
strengths in each other.” Ms. Sally believed in the teachers and knew working as teams
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was a strength, so she searched for ways to give teachers opportunities to collaborate.
Snippet #3: Practices. Finding time for teachers to meet was a challenge, so Ms.
Sally invited teams to meet during the summer. Teachers were given eight hours they
could use for planning as a team. Ms. Sally restructured the school’s master schedule,
carving out time for PLCs embedded into the workweek.
Teachers acknowledged and appreciated Ms. Sally’s efforts. Cathy, Colleen, and
Claire made comments regarding the time they had to collaborate with their teams
Connie spoke specifically about PLCs and commented how Ms. Sally “kind of guards
them.” She mentioned she had never seen PLC’s work as well as they were this academic
year. The third grade PLC was held the day of Connie’s interview, and a colleague had
shared an idea to teach the comprehension strategy of compare and contrast. Connie said,
“I can’t wait till tomorrow to try it. She’s a wonderful teacher and I can take things from
her and try it in my own room.” Claire noted that by sharing ideas, resources, and data
that the school “[worked] together for the good of the students.” Ms. Sally loved her time
with the teams in PLC and hoped to build a collective confidence among teachers by
collaborating “as an equal.”
Case Study #1: Within-case analysis. Ms. Sally’s personal background
contributed to her attitude of caring for students. She felt strongly that the success of
students was the first and most important goal for the teachers, and she sincerely wanted
to do what was best for the students. Her attitude toward the teachers was one of caring.
She wanted to support the staff and build unity among the teachers. Ms. Sally’s behaviors
focused on communication. She communicated her beliefs about students to the teachers.
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She also acknowledged appreciation for the work of teachers. She hoped that modeling
open communication would encourage the teachers to do the same. Ms. Sally put it many
practices as she established her role within the school. Teachers were most grateful for
her practice of providing structured collaboration opportunities. Table 15 provides an
overview of the attitudes, behaviors, and practices Ms. Sally applied to foster TCE at
Clear Lake Elementary.

Case Study #2: Blue River Elementary
Ms. Ann had been a principal for 4 years at Blue River Elementary. Before being
assigned to Blue River, she had a year’s experience as an assistant principal at two
elementary schools. The staff at Blue River scored a TCE of 71.9. The staff had an

Table 15
Attitudes, Behaviors, and Practices of Clear Lake Principal

Attitudes held that influenced TCE

Behaviors enacted that influenced
TCE

Practices employed that influenced
TCE

Success of students was first goal

Communicated focus to teachers

Began initiatives

Wanted to do what was best for
kids

Modeled open communication with
staff

Used faculty meetings as an
opportunity to learn

Felt a need to acknowledge the
work of teachers

Spontaneously expressed gratitude to
teachers

Joined a school improvement
program

Believed that success of students
started with caring about students

Identified strengths of teams and
teachers

Set up professional development for
math benchmarks

Genuinely cared about teachers

Celebrated teacher successes in a
weekly bulletin (WAG)

Felt teachers needed to care about
students

Established a purpose for PLCs

Wanted to build unity with staff

Reformatted PLC time for
collaboration during the work day

Wanted to support the staff

Provided extended collaboration
time
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average of 11 years teaching experience and 5 years at Blue River (see Table 16). Ms.
Ann felt that she spent her first 2 years as a principal dealing with some negative teacher
attitudes and was pleased that the staff had been invited to participate in this phase of the
study.
The three teachers interviewed spoke very highly of Ms. Ann. Beth described Ms.
Ann as “pretty smart,” and then continued that Ms. Ann was the reason she “chose this
school.” Brenda said she wouldn’t be at the school without Ms. Ann, explaining that
she’s “exactly what I would hope to be like.”
Snippet #1: Attitudes. Ms. Ann was focused and tight! “She has a very specific
target. It’s really very focused…very, very specific,” explained Brenda. According to Ms.
Ann, everything at Blue River came down to the needs of the students. Student needs laid
the “groundwork for our purpose, our reason.”
Snippet #1: Behaviors. It was clear with each teacher interview that Ms. Ann had
drive and focus; however, the drive and focus was always juxtaposed with reasoning and
care. Brittany explained that Ms. Ann acknowledged the teachers’ stress with calmness
and a reassurance that they were doing what was best for students. Brenda used the word,

Table 16
Blue River Elementary Demographics

Participant
Ms. Ann
Brittany

Role
Principal

Years as principal
or teacher

Years at Blue
River

Number of
principals

4

4

st

8

2

3

th

9

1

2

13

3

5

1 Grade Teacher

Beth

4 Grade Teacher

Brenda

Facilitator

59
“steady,” to describe how Ms. Ann worked with the staff. She explained that any time
teachers pushed back, Ms. Ann “kept on driving.” Brenda explained that “our direction”
was “very clear” and at the same time, teachers knew that Ms. Ann “cared and loved”
them.
Ms. Ann made teachers aware of any constraints that were associated with their
work so they could do their jobs with an “educated optimism.” She explained “educated
optimism” as a place where teachers, “know what they need to do; know how to get
there”; and “know there’s freedom to get there.”
Snippet #1: Practices. In order to help teachers organize all the tasks and
responsibilities they had, Ms. Ann introduced the idea of having three school baskets as a
metaphor to give teachers a way to “hang onto everything” they were doing: an academic
basket, a culture basket and a leadership basket. She explained that if something didn’t fit
into one of the baskets, “then we don’t do it.”
The school was on the last year of a 3-year program called Comprehensive
Mathematics Instruction (CMI). CMI is a teaching process that helps students learn the
“hows” and “whys” of math. It was important to Ms. Ann that teachers put their time and
effort into programs that “really impact children,” and she believed CMI promoted best
practices. Brenda discussed Ms. Ann’s drive as she worked alongside teachers to
implement the program. Brenda spoke of high expectations, patience, support,
encouragement, and reminders of what’s best for students. The teachers’ efforts were
making a difference. In the final year of CMI, Blue River’s math scores were 20
percentage points higher in math and science.
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Ms. Ann focused teachers’ efforts and time on impactful programs, and then used
the success of those programs to promote an atmosphere of TCE.
Snippet #2: Attitudes. The secretary interrupted our interview to let Ms. Ann
know someone was taking care of putting out the cones, a task Ms. Ann typically
completed. After she left, Ms. Ann remarked, “Doesn’t that touch your heart? That’s love
they’re showing. They’re willing to help me carry my burdens. They’re watching out for
me.” This experience was illustrative of the type of leader Ms. Ann hoped to be.
“Everybody wants to have confidence in his or her leader,” she said. She believed she
could do that in two ways. First, she expressed how important it was for her to maintain
integrity, be positive, and to respect and love her faculty. Second, Ms. Ann hoped that her
teachers felt she had “an open heart” and that they could come to her. She wanted to
create a “two-way street” in terms of communication so teachers could feel they could
give feedback and receive feedback.
Snippet #2: Behaviors. Brittany, Beth, and Brenda shared positive comments
regarding how Ms. Ann communicated with them. They described that Ms. Ann was
approachable, reasoned with them, took time to answer questions, listened carefully, was
honest and asked questions that made them self-reflect.
Brittany was impressed that Ms. Ann modeled what she believed and said, “if
they really, truly believe it, then they really truly live it.” She felt that Ms. Ann lived it.
She described how she is able to say things to Ms. Ann that she wouldn’t have been able
to say to another principal for fear she would be on the principal’s “bad side.” “Ms. Ann
doesn’t have a bad side,” the teacher explained, “She loves everyone and she’ll work

61
through anything with anyone.” All three teachers expressed a feeling of trust and care
from Ms. Ann. “She really cares about each one of us, individually. You can feel it from
her,” explained Brittany.
Snippet #2: Practices. Brenda explained how Ms. Ann went out of her way to
recognize teachers, and often let her supervisor or the superintendent know the good
things the teachers were doing. Brenda felt that it had an impact on the staff and helped
them build an attitude that “we can do it” and “we can work hard together.”
Ms. Ann tried to always be positive. Brittany spoke of the negativity she
experienced at a previous school. “When you’re always looked down on, no matter how
hard you work and it’s never good enough, then you give up.” Brittany then explained the
opposite response when principals were positive, acknowledged your hard work and
encouraged staff to work together. “Then,” said Brittany, “you’re willing to work harder.
You’re willing to push.” Beth explained it similarly, “I just feel from her that she trusts
me. When she walks in my classroom, she’s not looking for things I’m doing wrong,
she’s looking for things I’m doing right.”
Ms. Ann genuinely loved her teachers and in her efforts to establish TCE,
modeled positive interactions with students, established open communication with
teachers, and helped teachers by covering classes and monitoring “tough” students.
Snippet #3: Attitudes. Ms. Ann explained that she wanted “really strong,
confident teachers” and that she was not “the least bit threatened by an incredible
teacher.” She noted that the efficacy at a school would “naturally” be strong “with really
collaborative, confident teachers” and proceeded to describe how she strived to “grow
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confident teachers” through recognition, encouragement, and opportunities to learn and
lead.
Snippet #3: Behaviors. Brittany provided an example of the growth she
experienced because of Ms. Ann’s encouragement. Brittany indicated that her previous
teaching situation was not positive. She mentioned feeling frightened, micromanaged and
judged. When asked how Ms. Ann helped build her professional confidence, she
explained that she came to Blue River in the hopes to “be left alone” and to “fly under the
radar.” She said she “didn’t want to do anything extra.” She smiled when she said, “that
never happens here!” She then listed the many opportunities she had been given since
arriving at the school. She was proud that she was on the school tech committee; that she
had been invited to join a district advisory committee; that she was encouraged to sign up
for a technology endorsement class; and that she was teaching a professional
development class. Brittany came to Blue River not wanting to do any extra work;
however, after suggestions and encouragement from Ms. Ann, Brittany ended up being
more involved than she was at her previous school. Brittany responded, “even though I
was a little bit resistant at the beginning, I've had so many more opportunities here to do
things than I would have ever been given at my other school.”
Brenda explained how Ms. Ann encouraged a teacher who was interested in
STEM to start a STEM Club and a teacher who was interested in robotics to start a
robotic club. “It’s kind of like a little trickle effect,” said Brenda, “You see one teacher
doing it, and then one or two more doing it, and then more.”
Snippet #3: Practices. Ms. Ann felt she could grow teacher’s confidence through
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learning and leadership opportunities. Beth was surprised when she saw how Ms. Ann
put teachers in charge and helped them feel like leaders. She stated that Ms. Ann was “in
charge,” but, gave her expectations, stepped back and “made the teacher the leader.”
Brenda was among the teachers who were given the opportunity to teach the CMI classes.
She was pleased that Ms. Ann “entrusted us to lead the faculty.” Book study groups were
formed to give teachers opportunities to engage in professional discourse and as a
springboard for teacher-led faculty meetings.
Ms. Ann’s self-efficacy to “grow confident teachers” motivated her to provide
opportunities for teachers to learn and lead and to guide them to success in those
endeavors. Ms. Ann believed that building confidence was an essential element in the
development of TCE.
Snippet #4: Attitudes. Ms. Ann felt confident in her abilities to help teachers
collaborate. She named “collective expectations” as a feature of a school with TCE,” and
explained that those expectations came through teaming and team leaders.
Snippet #4: Behaviors. Teachers noted that Ms. Ann viewed each team as an
important group and often recognized teams in faculty meetings and PLCs. She
strengthened teams by pointing out individuals and telling the team, “you know, I trust
this person.” Brenda explained how Ms. Ann redefined collaborative work by helping
teams understand how “every single student” was the grade’s responsibility. Brenda
hoped that the message would be broadened so teachers would believe “every single
student [was] everyone’s responsibility.”
Brittany described how Ms. Ann intentionally put teams together. She described
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how the make up of her team was thought through so the teachers could work together.
She called it “amazing,” and explained that if Ms. Ann purposely placed a teacher on a
team, that there was “no doubt” that the teacher was “there for a reason.”
Snippet #4: Practices. Ms. Ann described how she “switched things up,”
providing a 40-minute student-free block of time each day for teachers so they could hold
PLCs, plan with the team, carry out team meetings, or work with small intervention
groups. Ms. Ann also gave each team an opportunity for an extended PLC where Ms.
Ann “[freed] them up for a full day.”
When it came to big decisions, Ms. Ann called herself “very collaborative.” She
worked with collaborative teams so she was “never standing alone on a decision. By
involving Brittany in the decision-making process, Brittany felt that Ms. Ann put her
“trust in us.” Brenda described the process of team leaders meeting together, “wrestling”
with what they wanted, looking at data, and finally coming up with a focus and then a
goal. Ms. Ann was pleased that teacher teams were taking initiative to learn from
successes and “innovate” ideas for practices to increase student achievement.
Case Study #2: Within-case analysis. Ms. Ann was intentional and explicit in
her leadership at Blue River Elementary. Her attitudes were clearly developed. She had
an attitude of purpose, based on student needs. She valued confidence in teachers and was
confident in her abilities to help teachers collaborate. Ms. Ann strived to ensure her
behaviors matched her attitudes. She demonstrated care and integrity when associating
with teachers. She modeled positive interactions with students. Ms. Ann identified
teachers’ strengths and encouraged them to become involved in activities outside of the
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classroom. Ms. Ann’s practices were focused on professional development and
collaboration. She recognized the importance of continuous learning and provided
professional development to “grow” teacher’s confidence. The attitudes, behaviors, and
practices she enlisted to build TCE are shown on Table 17.

Case Study #3: Little Valley Elementary
Principal Jane had been a principal for 6 years at Little Valley Elementary. The
staff scored a TCE of 73.9. The school was part of a dual language immersion program

Table 17
Attitudes, Behaviors, and Practices of Blue River Principal

Attitudes held that influenced TCE

Behaviors enacted that influenced
TCE

Practices employed that influenced
TCE

Tight focus on purpose

Communicated focus to staff

Used a metaphor to organize and
focus all the tasks of teachers

Students’ needs formed framework

Acknowledged teachers’ stresses

Determined implementation of
programs based impact to students

Important to maintain integrity

Made teachers aware of constraints

Recognized teachers within school
and outside of school

Teachers need to feel love and
respected

Modeled happiness in interactions
with students and teachers

Used visits to classrooms to look
for what teachers were doing well

Teachers need to have confidence
in leader

Used positive communication skills
with teachers

Provided learning and leadership
opportunities for teachers

Wanted an open heart

Went out of way to help teachers

Used faculty meeting as learning
opportunity

Wanted open communication

Recognized and encouraged
confidence

Provided increased collaboration
time during the day

Wanted confident teachers

Encouraged teachers to become
involved based on interest

Worked with team leaders to make
decisions and goals

Confident she could “grow”
confident teachers

Encouraged team work

Confident she could help teachers
collaborate

Acknowledged team strengths and
individual strengths

Wanted collective expectations

Formed teacher teams with purpose

Felt teaming was important
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and had several teachers visiting from foreign countries. The staff had an average of 10
years teaching experience and four years at Little Valley (see Table 18). Three of the five
teachers invited to participate agreed to be interviewed. The teachers were positive and,
as some of the interview comments will show, expressed an attitude of independence.
Snippet #1: Attitudes. “My number one job,” explained Ms. Jane, “is making my
teacher’s job easier.” Whether it was training, materials, support, or time, Ms. Jane did all
she could to provide it. And it was important to Ms. Jane that her teachers knew she
would support them. Ms. Jane felt that teachers would believe they could do their work if
they knew she would provide whatever they needed. Ms. Jane made the point clear, “I
will do whatever it is they need…and they know that.”
Snippet #1: Behaviors. Each teacher interviewed confirmed Ms. Ann’s strong
statement that her staff knew that she would get them whatever they needed. Lanae
described her as “very much a teacher” and explained, “she’s no nonsense about making
sure about what teachers need.”
Luann considered herself an independent teacher. She explained that she did not
spend a lot of time with the principal, and that was just how she liked it. She respected

Table 18
Little Valley Elementary Demographics

Participant
Ms. Jane
Luann
Lanae
Leslie

Role
Principal

Years as principal
or teacher

Years at
Little Valley

Number of
principals

6

6

th

20

6

6

th

9

2

4

th

5

4

2

6 Grade Teacher
4 Grade Teacher
4 Grade Teacher
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Ms. Jane because “she lets me do my job.” Luann spoke in behalf of her team and said
the number one thing for them was that Ms. Jane, “doesn’t interfere with teaching. She
let’s us do our work.” Luann said that when a principal doesn’t “micromanage every day
and every lesson,” it lets her “be the professional.”
Snippet #1: Practices. Starting new programs added stress to teachers, and Ms.
Jane acknowledged this. To ease the burden for teachers, Ms. Jane arranged to have
materials available, provided training, and found assistants or time when implementing
programs.
Luann explained that she could do her job because Jane was so supportive. Luann
knew if she needed anything, supplies, training, or time, she could ask Ms. Jane. She
commented that the support gave her a “feeling that I can handle, and that I can manage,
what’s being given to me.” Luann extended the feelings to her team, saying that Ms.
Jane’s support, especially when it was more time, helped the team get a “better feel that
we can do this.” Leslie openly talked of having Ms. Jane’s support even if she wanted to
“try something new.” Leslie said Ms. Jane wanted teachers to do whatever “fit” for them.
Ms. Jane was an advocate for her teachers and strongly expressed, “I don’t accuse
the teacher. I never take the parent’s side. And I think that’s important.” She explained
that even when the teacher may be wrong, she wouldn’t accuse them of being wrong in
front of parents. If the teacher made a mistake, they would “fix it” together. Ms. Jane was
confident that her teachers would agree that “I have their back.” Jane was right. Luann
explained, “She is extremely good at backing us up if there’s a parent issue. She always
takes your side.” Leslie said, “If I do struggle with a student, I’m not worried about going
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to talk to [Ms. Jane]. I know that she has my back and that she’ll support me.”
Ms. Jane would not let a “lack of support” stand in the way of teacher success.
She provided everything she could to facilitate teacher success so as to not prohibit TCE.
Snippet #2: Attitudes. In describing Little Valley Elementary, Ms. Jane said, “I
really think that we’re a perfect example of working together.” “This is an unbelievable
faculty,” Jane explained, “The teachers want to help each other and care about each
other.” Ms. Jane believed that education was “not a one-person job,” but believed that
together with parents, teachers, administration, staff, and students they could make a
difference.
Snippet #2: Behaviors. By reaching out and asking for help, Ms. Jane modeled
what she hoped her teachers would do. “I’m not afraid to call,” she said, “so we get a lot
of support.” Leslie expressed how much she appreciated a principal who knew “so many
other principals” and was willing to “go out of her way” to find out about a program
before the school implemented it. Leslie remarked that when Ms. Jane reached out to ask
others about a program, that it made her “more willing to do it.” Ms. Jane set an example
she hoped her teachers followed, and explained, “I believe that it takes teachers willing to
work together, trusting each other, and being dependable and following through with
what they say they’re going to do.” Lanae commented that Ms. Jane was “really sensitive
to the fact that we’re working together as a team.”
Snippet #2: Practices. “It takes teachers willing to work together, trusting each
other,” Ms. Jane said as she explained the importance of PLCs. She hoped her attendance
at PLCs demonstrated her support for the teachers and the teams. Ms. Jane said, “I’m
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always there and they know I’m listening and I’m participating with them and giving
suggestions.” The teachers noticed her attendance and commented throughout the
interviews. Luann appreciated her participation in PLCs and the feedback she provided to
the team. “I don’t ever feel like I’m not living up to her expectations,” Luann explained.
Lanae mentioned attendance at PLCs as well. She appreciated that Ms. Jane
acknowledged their work and was “always engaged” in the PLC work and “trying to
learn it” along with the teachers.
According to Luann, her team particularly benefitted from Ms. Jane’s attendance
at PLCs when she shared positive things about team members. Luann explained how
reinforcing it was to hear Ms. Jane talk positively about team members. The team
frequently “shared out” students, and Luann felt that if Ms. Jane trusted her team
members and saw good things in them that she could too. Luann felt it resulted in a
stronger and more united team because the team was more worried about “the entire 6th
grade” instead of “just one class.”
Ms. Jane understood the power of TCE and built networks with colleagues to
gather collective support to strengthen her abilities. She hoped teachers would see how
collaboration could support the school’s TCE growth.
Snippet #3: Attitudes. “I do demand,” began Ms. Jane, as she described her
expectations, “but,” she continued, “I think that I’m realistic.” Ms. Jane explained that the
teachers at Little Valley focused on student learning and met expectations. She smiled as
she talked about her faculty. “I really like my teachers,” she said, “they are the hardest
workers.” Ms. Jane was certain her teachers knew her expectations, and she trusted that
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they could and would meet those expectations.
Snippet #3: Behaviors. When talking about teacher expectations, Ms. Jane felt
strongly that as a principal, she needed to make the work “ doable.” “And I do that,” Ms.
Jane proclaimed. Leslie provided an example of how Ms. Jane made the work doable.
Leslie’s team was frustrated over a district requirement to implement a new assessment.
Ms. Jane talked with the team about their concerns, and in the end, suggested to Leslie’s
team to do “a piece at a time.” Leslie reported that this motivated the team and they
agreed to try it.
Ms. Jane told the teachers she believed in them, acknowledged their hard work,
and shared positive practices she saw. Ms. Jane based her expectations on student
learning and often reminded her staff that their work was “beneficial to the students and
learning.” Lanae spoke of faculty meetings where Ms. Jane discussed the teachers’
responsibilities to students and how there were no excuses. “She’s nice about reminding
us,” Lanae assured. The reminders helped Lanae believe that she could do her job “with a
lot or with a little.”
Snippet #3: Practices. Ms. Jane expressed her belief in teachers through words
and through actions. She remarked that her teachers were “smarter” than her when it
came to curriculum so she “gave them a say, listened to them, and found ways for them
to be in control.”
She then proceeded to describe the school’s focus on writing. She described it as
“a ton of work” and “one more thing on their plate.” And then proudly added, “They do
it! They step up.” Ms. Jane believed the teachers responded so positively because they
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knew Ms. Jane’s expectations and they knew Ms. Jane would provide whatever they
needed to be successful. If a situation arose where a teacher struggled with instructional
practices or with a student, Ms. Jane had a process in place to help. She created an
improvement plan with the teacher, provided a mentor, and offered to help in the
classroom. She believed even struggling teachers could learn and become successful.
Case study #3:- Within-case analysis. Ms. Jane loved her job. She believed in
her teachers and in their abilities. Ms. Jane’s attitude was that her job was to make the
teacher’s job easier. She believed her responsibilities were to support teachers, make
teacher’s work realistic, and to trust teachers. Ms. Jane’s behaviors demonstrated her
attitude to the teachers. Ms. Jane typically provided whatever a teacher needed, whether it
was materials, time, training, or support. Ms. Jane modeled collaboration by working
closely with colleagues outside of the school. The teachers clearly stated their
appreciation for Ms. Jane’s practice of “letting them teach.” They felt trusted and
professional. Ms. Jane always advocated for the teacher and supported the teachers’
ideas. Table 19 illustrates the attitudes, behaviors, and practices Ms. Jane applied to
foster TCE.

Case Study #4: Green Meadow Elementary
Mr. Joe had 24 years of experience as an elementary principal at six different
schools. Mr. Joe opened Green Meadow three years previously. Because Green Meadow
was new, Mr. Joe interviewed and selected all of his staff. The staff at Green Meadow
scored a TCE score of 75.45, the highest score of participating schools. Table 20 shows
Green Meadow demographics.
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Table 19
Attitudes, Behaviors, and Practices of Little Valley Principal

Attitudes held that influenced TCE

Behaviors enacted that influenced
TCE

Practices employed that influenced
TCE

Believed job was to make teacher’s
job easier

Communicated beliefs and
expectations

Let teachers do their jobs

Felt responsible for making work
realistic

Modeled the use of support

Provided training, materials, time,
etc. when implementing programs

Believed that working together was
essential

Provided whatever teachers needed

Always advocated for teachers with
parents

Expected a focus on student
learning

Participated in PLCs to show support
for teachers

Supported teacher-implemented
programs

Felt teachers needed to know
expectations

Used PLCs to acknowledge teachers

Gave teachers a say in programs
and expectations

Trusted teachers

Made expectations doable

Supported teachers not meeting
expectations

Table 20
Green Meadow Elementary Demographics

Participant
Mr. Joe

Principal

Gina

Years at school

Number of
principals

24

3

18

3

8

nd

8

3

2

st

9

3

3

th

42

3

9

2 Grade Teacher

Georgia

Years as principal
or teacher

th

6 Grade Teacher

Gia
Grace

Role

1 Grade Teacher
5 Grade Teacher

Four of the five teachers invited to participate in an interview responded quickly
and affirmatively (see Table 20). They were enthused and eager to talk about the school
and the principal. Grace, with 42 years teaching experience expressed, “This is the best
experience I have ever had.” Gina explained that the environment made you “want to
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come to school.” Describing the warm and positive attitude of the office staff, Gina
expressed that after 15 years of teaching, “this is what I went to school for.”
“I totally can feel the difference,” Gia explained, comparing Green Meadow to a
previous school. Gia shared how, at a previous school, the morale was low and work was
“just a lot heavier.” She said, that as a teacher, you’re kind of worthless, so you move
very slowly.” “Here, she said, “you know that every teacher is wanting to do their job and
to do their job well.”
Snippet #1: Attitudes. No attitude, behavior, or practice was more clearly and
adamantly expressed during the interview process than was Mr. Joe’s belief that
“teachers are the professionals.” He repeated this several times throughout the interview
and all four of the teachers mentioned it. Mr. Joe felt that if teachers believed they were
the professionals, they would take on the responsibility and do “so much more.”
“Principals have to believe in teachers,” Mr. Joe argued. This belief Mr. Joe led him to
give teachers freedom to “be the professional.” It was then left to Mr. Joe to facilitate the
needs of the teachers so they could successfully help students succeed.
Snippet #1: Behaviors. Mr. Joe communicated his beliefs to teachers thus
creating a mutual trust. In order to help teachers believe they were in charge, Mr. Joe said
he tried, “not to ever tell, only to ask.” Gia’s perspective matched Mr. Joe’s description.
She believed that when the district gave principals a choice regarding an instructional
program or initiative, that Mr. Joe would give the choice to the teachers. The district has
recently provided an optional academic assessment. Mr. Joe asked the staff to determine
if they would use it.
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Snippet #1: Practices. Mr. Joe asked Georgia and Gina to help establish STEM
as a focus at the school, after they showed interest in STEM. Along with a few other
teachers, Georgia and Gina made decisions and set goals to support student learning in
science. Gina explained, “We’re kind of spearheading what STEM is. He’s using us as
tools.”
In preparing for professional development, Mr. Joe relied on teachers to
determine the content, and in most cases, to teach the classes. Gia remarked, “When he
gives us that opportunity, it helps us professionally and personally.” Georgia explained
that Mr. Joe’s philosophy was “no one’s going to teach you better than another teacher in
a classroom.”
Mr. Joe adamantly professed that teachers were the professionals. The teachers
had equally strong opinions about this belief as follows:


Gia: “He’s very much, ‘You’re the professional.’ You think one person in an
office who has to control all this shouldn’t make such a big difference. But I
think because he trusts us and he’s constantly saying, ‘well, you’re the
professional,’ I think we feel it. … We don’t need to be micromanaged.”



Georgia: “One of my favorite things about him is that he trusts what you’re
doing. I just think if we feel that we can do our job, and we feel we can do it
with what we have … that’s the most important thing.”



Gina: “He doesn’t micromanage. He trusts us. When he gives us an
assignment and we say that we’re doing something, he trusts that it’s being
done.”



Grace: “He sits back and takes a back seat and lets you be a leader too.”

Mr. Joe recognized teachers as the professionals, and he worked hard to ensure
that the teachers trusted and acted on his belief. The characteristics of TCE at Green
Meadow were apparent and unmistakable.
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Snippet #2: Attitudes. According to Mr. Joe, a key to good instruction was
empowering the teacher. Mr. Joe felt he could nurture a teacher’s confidence and
empower a teacher through PLCs and teaming. Two essential components to teacher
success were expectations and accountability. Mr. Joe explained, “I think they know that
I do believe in our mission as a school to be the best that we can be and to help kids be
the best they can be, and that we're going to work together to do that.”
Snippet #2: Behaviors. Mr. Joe discussed the role of accountability and
explained that his teachers were “accountable to each other and to me” through evidence
of learning. Mr. Joe’s strong belief in expectations and accountability was brought up by
many of his teachers. Gia explained that Mr. Joe helped teachers “stay on the right path”
without them “feeling managed by him.” Georgia said that Joe, “doesn’t allow you to
underperform,” but he helped teachers in any way they needed it. With confidence,
Georgia added, “I always feel like he knows that I’m a great teacher.” She talked about
wanting to meet Joe’s expectations, “I don’t know what it is about him, but you don’t
want to disappoint him. So it’s like you’re going to perform to your best.”
According to Mr. Joe, students and staff at Green Meadow were “far exceeding”
his expectations. He claimed that it was not because he was “telling them what to do,” but
instead, Mr. Joe explained it was because, “we talk about it” and “we process it.” If a
modification in an expectation would help teachers complete tasks, Mr. Joe welcomed it.
Snippet #2: Practices. Mr. Joe was adamant in clarifying that the school’s
expectations were “not my expectations” but that they were “our expectations.” Mr. Joe
acknowledged that principals “come and go” and that teachers generally stayed, so Mr.
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Joe tried to “help guide them to a united goal.” With each goal, Joe emphasized that he
did not want the staff to “go out on their own.” He wanted all staff members, including
him, to work together.
Mr. Joe believed that teachers were empowered by having multiple ways to
approach teaching and facilitated a process within PLCs to accomplish this. “When we
become more and more adept at using a variety of effective strategies,” Mr. Joe
explained, “we become better teachers." Using the work of Hattie (2009), each team
selected a strategy. Together, the team constructed a lesson plan incorporating the
strategy. The teachers “[drew] straws” to determine who taught the lesson. The team,
including Joe, observed the lesson, watching for both the method of teaching and the
students’ responses to the strategy. The team then debriefed the experience, suggested
any changes, and repeated the cycle, either with the same strategy or a new one. “When
we sit around these tables, said Mr. Joe, referring to PLCs, “we don’t have an hierarchy.
I’m one more voice in the discussion.”
Three teachers mentioned this process. Gia remarked, “He’s really big on learning
from each other,” and then proceeded to explain how the process worked. She shared her
response to the experience, “sometimes that can be very nerve-racking having people
watch you teaching, but I think just giving us that opportunity just with our team can
build that professionalism.” Georgia focused on the tools. “Because we have all of these
tools, we can do anything. We can reach any student because we have every tool we
need,” she explained.
Teachers unable to meet the school’s expectations met with Mr. Joe to discuss the
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problem and create a plan for improvement. Mr. Joe approached these conversations
believing in the teacher and hoping to reinforce their self-efficacy. He always secured the
help of team members in the process. Mr. Joe was “in the middle” of providing support to
a teacher at the time of the interview. He explained how he guided the teacher to identify
the problem and possible solutions. He then enlisted the help of a co-worker as a mentor
for the teacher. Mr. Joe intentionally created opportunities for teachers to learn from each
other in an effort to increase TCE.
Snippet #3: Attitudes. “He’s not an office principal,” was the response from two
teachers during the interviews. Mr. Joe wanted his teachers to feel free to share in an
environment of low fear and high trust, and he wanted his teachers to have the
interpersonal skills that allowed them to “connect with their kids; connect with the
parents; and connect with colleagues.” He felt this could happen with collegiality, and
Mr. Joe set an example by intentionally choosing to be visible. Mr. Joe used the word
“genuine” to describe the school community he desired.
Snippet #3: Behaviors. “He knows us,” Georgia said. “He has a relationship with
every teacher. He knows our strengths. He wants to lead with those strengths,” explained
Gia. She continued, “I feel like he knows me as a teacher and what I can do. He knows
the relationship and rapport that I have with my kids.” Grace explained, “He knows
people through and through,” and concluded with, “I’ve been with principals that were
office principals, and you’re kind of on your own.”
Snippet #3: Practices. Mr. Joe would agree he was not an office principal. “So
what I try to do,” explained Mr. Joe, “is to be in every single classroom at least three
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times a week.” “I’ve never seen a principal around the school as much as I’ve seen him,”
replied Georgia, “He’s talking to the kids, giving them high fives. He’s helping to shovel.
He’s weaving in and out…asking what teachers need.” To Gina, Mr. Joe’s visits were
“huge.” She described his interaction with the students, “He’s with them. He gets them.
His presence tells me that he really cares.” Gina didn’t use the word genuine, but
described that his classroom visits “don't ever feel like he’s coming in to spy.” Instead,
she said, “I feel like he’s coming because he truly wants to hear what’s going on.” Grace
used the word “genuine” to describe Mr. Joe’s visits to her classroom, saying, “I really
like it because I know that he’s genuinely wanting to know what is going on. He cares
about that.”
Case study #4: Within-case analysis. Mr. Joe used the word “collegiality” to
describe how Green Meadow functioned, and his attitudes validated the sentiment. Mr.
Joe wanted a genuine community. Mr. Joe’s most fervent attitude was that teachers were
the professionals. He felt responsible for providing what teachers needed to ensure
student success. He had an attitude of confidence that he could build the confidence of
teachers through the PLC process. He enacted behaviors that communicated his beliefs to
teachers. He talked with teachers, learned their strengths, and then found opportunities
for teachers to use those strengths. His practices confirmed his attitudes. He established
regular classroom visits, and he gave teachers opportunities to teach and lead within a
collaborative setting. He guided teachers towards a united goal, and used PLCs with
purpose. The attitudes, behaviors, and practices he employed to nurture TCE are listed in
Table 21.

79
Table 21
Attitudes, Behaviors, and Practices of Green Meadow Principal

Attitudes held that influenced TCE

Behaviors enacted that influenced
TCE

Practices employed that influenced
TCE

Teachers are the professionals

Communicated beliefs to teachers

Guided teachers towards a united
goal

Felt job was to provide what
teachers needed for student success

Put teachers in charge of initiatives

Used PLCs for specific purposes

Confident in ability to facilitate
confidence through PLCs and
teaming

Modified expectations when needed

Participated in PLCs as an “equal”

Modifications to programs were
acceptable

Asked teachers to select content and
teach professional development

Set up opportunities for teachers to
teach each other

Felt teachers needed to know
beliefs

Talked with teachers about
expectations

Supported teachers not meeting
expectations

Wanted school to be a genuine
community

Learned about teachers

Established regular classroom visits

Used teachers’ strengths

Cross-Case Analysis

A cross-case analysis provides an extension of findings beyond a single case. The
process reveals factors that may contribute to the outcomes of the case and assists
researchers in accumulating knowledge and developing concepts (Yin, 2003). In this
cross-case analysis, attitudes, behaviors, and practices were delineated from all case
studies and placed into sets. Once they were in sets, they were sorted into clusters (Miles
& Huberman, 1994). This process was used to understand TCE better by grouping and
conceptualizing attitudes, behaviors, and practices. The sets and clusters were considered
from a school perspective to determine interrelations. From this clustering tactic,
fundamental attitudes, behaviors, and practices for fostering TCE emerged.
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Research Question One
Research question one asked, “What are the attitudes held by principals that
influence TCE?” The attitudes of the principals represented the “internal factors”
illustrated in Bandura’s model (see Figure 1) and included the principals’ beliefs, values,
feelings, and thoughts about education (see Table 22). Six attitudes held by the principals
were identified as fundamental in fostering TCE.
An attitude that student success was the top priority. All principals talked of
school purposes, goals, and expectations. A strong belief, essential to principals, was that
purpose, goals, and expectations had to be connected to student success. Principals who
create a school climate with a strong academic emphasis enhance their teachers’ beliefs
in their instructional efficacy (Hoy & Woolfollk, 1993). The Blue River principal, Ms.
Ann, used an academic lens to “ground” her teachers and help them refocus their
attention in challenging situations. A teacher explained how Ms. Ann “set the bar” and
then returned often to acknowledge the challenge, but to remind teachers they were doing
the work because it was best for students. When the purpose, goals, and expectations
were tied to student success and this belief was repeatedly shared with teachers, teachers
responded favorably.
An attitude of professional responsibility for teachers. Throughout the
interviews, the principals disclosed strong beliefs regarding their responsibility to support
teachers. This support could come in many ways. An important component of this feature
was that teachers within all schools knew and articulated this “I support” attitude from
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Table 22
Cross-Case Matrix of Attitudes in Sets and Clusters
Sets of common attitudes
An attitude that student success was the top priority






Expected a focus on student learning
Students’ needs formed framework for decisions
Wanted to do what was best for kids
Success of students was first goal
Tight focus on purpose

Clusters
Administrators centered
purposes, goals, and programs
around students

An attitude of professional responsibility for teachers
 Wanted to support staff
 Provided whatever teachers needed
 Felt job was to provide what teachers needed for student
success
 Believed job was to make teacher’s job easier
 Wanted to make teacher work realistic

Administrators took
responsibility to support staff

An attitude of caring
 Felt a need to acknowledge the work of teachers
 Teachers need to feel love and respected
 Genuinely cared about teachers

Administrators cared for
teachers

An attitude of confidence





Trusted teachers
Teachers are the professionals
Believed in teachers and in their abilities
Wanted confident teachers

 Confident in ability to “grow” confident teachers
 Confident in ability to facilitate confidence through PLCs
and teaming
 Confident in helping teachers collaborate

Administrators believed in and
trusted teachers

Administrators had confidence
in themselves

An attitude of shared purpose
 Wanted collective expectations
 Teachers need to know beliefs
 Teachers need to know expectations

Administrators wanted
teachers to know and share
expectations and beliefs

An attitude of collaboration
 Confident in ability to facilitate confidence through PLCs
and teaming
 Working together was essential
 Confident in helping teachers collaborate
 Felt teaming was important
 Wanted to build unity with staff

Administrators believed
collaboration and teaming
were essential
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their principals. Ms. Jane felt strongly that her job was to make her teachers’ jobs easier.
She was confident that the teachers knew this, and they did.
An attitude of caring. All principals expressed genuine care for their teachers.
Ms. Ann described how closely love and respect were related. She felt strongly that if
she loved the teachers and the teachers loved her, respect would come naturally.
An attitude of confidence. This attitude included confidence in teachers and
confidence in themselves. Principals believed in their teachers. They trusted the teachers
and considered them experts. Principals wanted confident teachers, and they accepted the
responsibility of helping teachers become more confident. The principals spoke of a
growth mindset and believed their teachers could help students achieve despite
environmental impacts. Principals were confident that teachers could “grow” confidence.
An attitude of shared purpose. As mentioned previously, the principals talked
of school purposes, goals, and expectations. Another strong belief regarding purposes,
goals, and expectations was that teachers were involved in the process. Principals did not
want to stand alone in decisions or in goals. They each acknowledged personal
limitations that could be balanced with teachers’ expertise. Kurz and Knight (2003) found
goal consensus or vision to be a significant predictor of collective teacher efficacy.
An attitude of collaboration. Each principal acknowledged the difficulty of a
teacher’s job and the power that came through collaboration. They believed that teachers
working together created a synergy that could not be replicated individually. They were
confident they could help teachers collaborate. Moolenaar et al. (2012) found that
faculties that built a network of collaboration and exchanges of expertise and guidance
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were more likely to build stronger collective efficacy beliefs. These researchers
recommended that teachers and school leaders “invest in advice relationships” in order to
support collective efficacy (p. 258).

Research Question Two
Research question two asked, “What are the behaviors enacted by principals that
influence TCE”? The behaviors of the principals represented the “behavior factors”
illustrated in Bandura’s model (see Figure 1). The common behaviors of principals in
influencing TCE fell into four general categories of knowing teachers, supporting
teachers and teams, communicating with teachers, and modeling for teachers. Principal
behaviors identified as fundamental in fostering TCE included the actions and choices
principals made through their daily interactions (see Table 23).
Administrators knew the teachers. Principals were aware of teachers’ strengths
and instructional practices and they often used those strengths to encourage teachers to
share with colleagues or to pursue opportunities outside the classroom. Principals
learned about their teachers and identified their strengths and then encouraged them to
become involved in leadership opportunities. Principals used PLCs and other
collaboration time to observe the interactions of teachers and point out the strengths of
individuals and share them with teammates. As the success of individuals are noticed
and remembered, beliefs of personal efficacy are enhanced (Bandura, 1997). Knowing
individual strengths of teachers provided an advantage to principals in facilitating
leadership opportunities and organizing effective teams.
Administrators supported teachers. Principals demonstrated this support
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Table 23
Cross-Case Matrix of Behaviors in Sets and Clusters
Sets of common behaviors
Administrators knew the teachers

Clusters

 Visited teachers’ classrooms
 Identified teachers’ strengths
 Communicated beliefs in teachers

Administrators knew teacher’s
practices and strengths






Administrators encouraged
and involved teachers based
on strengths

Encouraged teachers to become involved based on interest
Used teachers’ strengths
Asked teachers to select content and teach
Put teachers in charge of initiatives

Administrators supported teachers







Went out of way to help teachers
Made expectations doable
Modified expectations when needed
Made teachers aware of constraints
Acknowledged teachers’ stress
Spontaneously expressed gratitude to teachers

Administrators helped
teachers be successful







Acknowledged team and individual strengths
Encouraged team work
Formed teacher teams with purpose
Used PLCs to acknowledge teachers
Participated in PLCs to show support for teachers

Administrators encouraged
teaming and built strong teams

Administrators communicated with teachers






Talked with teachers about expectations
Communicated beliefs to teachers
Communicated expectations to teachers
Communicated focus to teachers and staff
Used positive communication skills with teachers

Administrators communicated
purposes, beliefs, goals, and
expectations with teachers

Administrators modeled desired behaviors





Modeled the use of support
Modeled happiness in interactions with students and teachers
Modeled open communication with staff
Modeled learning

Administrators modeled
desired behaviors
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through their behaviors by going out of their way to help teachers. They worked hard to
provide the materials, training, time, and support teachers needed. They supported
teachers with parents and assured teachers they “had their back.” They tried to make
expectations realistic and doable for teachers. Teachers explained how the support of
their principal helped them manage their tasks. According to the teachers, when they
knew they would be supported, their confidence increased. Bandura (1997) stated that
principals in highly efficacious schools “figure out ways to work around stifling policies
and regulations that impeded academic innovativeness” (p. 244).
Based on their belief in teachers, principals gave teachers independence and
latitude within their classroom and within their teams. Having a measure of control over
their job was fundamental to teachers. Remarks were intense and emotional as teachers
discussed the feeling of being micromanaged versus being treated as a professional. Ware
and Kitsantas (2007) indicated that efficacy was reinforced when teachers believed they
could obtain support from principals to have control over the teaching-learning process.
Administrators communicated with teachers. Principals acknowledged the
work of teachers and showed appreciation to them in either written or verbal form.
Bandura (1997) spoke of verbal persuasion and how it persuaded others to try harder
when struggling with difficulties, especially if the encouragement is realistic. Principals
initiated dialogue with teachers regarding expectations, purposes, and goals. Bandura
suggested that teachers could have better control by consistently and persistently
applying rules and expectations. Principals shared successes with teachers as goals or
expectations were met. As teachers applied expectations and experienced even a small
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success, it motivated them to go beyond to higher accomplishments and raised teacher
efficacy (Bandura, 1997). This process illustrated how mastery experiences build
efficacy.
Administrators modeled desired behaviors. Principals spoke of modeling
behaviors they hoped to see from teachers. Ms. Ann spoke of modeling happiness while
interacting with students, hoping that teachers would interact with their students
similarly. Ms. Jane sought support from colleagues throughout the district, hoping that
teachers would see the importance of collaborating. Principals worked to help teachers
grow their own confidence by embedding the ideas of Dweck’s (2008) growth mindset in
conversations, in faculty meetings, and in book study opportunities.
The principals modeled continuous learning, and shared educational information
and articles with teachers. Principals who modeled learning also encouraged teachers to
learn and grow, either through professional learning opportunities or participation in
school and district leadership committees.

Research Question Three
Research question three asked, “What are the practices employed by principals
that influence TCE”? The practices represented the “environmental factors” from
Bandura’s (1989) model (see Figure 1) and included programs, activities or performances
established by the principal to impact the school environment (see Table 24). Practices
were distinguished from behaviors when consistently repeated, known by the majority of
the staff, and considered an environmental factor of the school. Five practices were
identified as fundamental in fostering TCE.
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Table 24
Cross-Case Matrix of Practices in Sets and Clusters
Sets of common practices
Administrators established an environment of openness and support

Clusters

 Always advocated for teachers with parents
 Supported teacher-implemented programs
 Let teachers do their jobs

Administrators advocated for
teachers as the professional

 Established regular classroom visits
 Used visits to classrooms to look for what teachers were
doing well

Administrators built positive
relationships with teachers

 Celebrated teacher success
 Recognized teachers within and outside of school

Administrators acknowledged
successes

Administrators established shared expectations, goals, and purposes
 Worked with team leaders to make decisions and goals
 Gave teachers a say in programs and expectations
 Guided teachers towards a united goal

Administrators involved
teachers in decision-making,
goals, and expectations

Administrators facilitated teacher voice and teacher leadership
 Set up opportunities for teachers to teach one another
 Provide leadership opportunities for teachers
 Used teachers to teach professional development

Administrators provided
leadership opportunities

Administrators provided opportunities for collaboration
 Provided extended collaboration time
 Provided increased collaboration time during the day

Administrators sought
collaboration time






Administrators created
purpose for PLCs

Reformatted PLC time for collaboration during the work day
Established a purpose for PLCs
Used PLCs for specific purposes
Participated in PLCs as “equals”

Administrators promoted continuous improvement
 Joined a school improvement program
 Began initiatives
 Determined implementation of programs based on impact of
students

Administrators involved
school in programs, trainings,
and initiatives

 Used faculty meeting as a learning opportunity
 Used faculty meeting as an opportunity to learn
 Set up professional development opportunities

Administrators provided
learning opportunities
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Administrators established an environment of openness and support. Mr. Joe
referred to the environment he hoped to create as a “genuine community.” A principal is
an important contributor to the climate of a school and to the development of TCE
(Bandura, 1995; Demir, 2008; Goddard, 2001; Ross & Gray, 2006; Tschannen-Moran &
Burr, 2004).
Throughout the interviews, teachers commented about the principal directly, or
about the environment. Comments included:


“She [the principal] is one of the reasons I’m here.”



“She [the principal] is why I chose this school.”



“You come here and you know that every teacher wants to do their job and do
it well.”



“It finally feels, after 15 years, that this is what I went to school for.”



“It’s awesome to come to work every day to feel like you’re appreciated,
trusted, and worthy.”

Administrators established shared expectations, goals, and purposes. The
practice of creating collective expectations and shared opinions was characteristic among
principals. It was common practice among the principals to work with team leaders to
make decisions and set goals. One teacher discussed the process of working with team
leaders to set goals. She explained how the team, including the principal, wrestled with
what to do and worked until they had an acceptable goal.
An important practice of principals, not illustrated in the snippets, was that
principals had a protocol in place to deal with teachers struggling to meet expectations.
Teachers were comfortable asking for help, and they expressed confidence that the
principals would let them know if they were not meeting expectations.
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Administrators facilitated teacher voice and teacher leadership. Teachers in
each site were invited to plan and provide professional development. It was important for
the principals in this study to give teachers opportunities as teacher leaders and involve
them in school decision-making. Derrington and Angelle (2013) found a “clear and
strong relationship between collective efficacy and teacher leadership in a school” (p. 6).
Goddard et al. (2004) reported links between teachers’ opportunities to influence school
decisions and teachers’ perceived collective efficacy and suggested that when teachers
are given the opportunity to influence school decisions, they tend to have stronger beliefs
in the school’s capability.
Teachers in this study discussed how having a voice in decision-making and
having opportunities to lead motivated them to work harder. One teacher discussed how
having a voice empowered her to “turn outward for help, instead of inward” when she
struggled with a problem. Bandura (1997) described the same phenomena;
When faced with academic stressors, teachers of high perceived efficacy direct
their efforts at resolving problems. In contrast, teachers who distrust their efficacy
try to avoid dealing with academic problems and, instead, turn their efforts inward
to relieve their emotional distress. (p. 242)
Administrators provided opportunities for collaboration. All schools had
structured PLCs. In addition, principals explored means to provide additional time for
teachers to collaborate. Principals attended and participated “as an equal” in PLCs.
Principals practiced purposefulness in PLCs. One school talked of the use of
PLCs to explore instructional strategies, with teachers taking a lead role in planning the
integration of the strategy and then modeling the strategy to colleagues. This instructional
approach illustrated an example of Bandura’s (1997) mastery experience because it was a
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process of breaking down complex skills into easily mastered skills.
Collaboration was also used as an instrument for student improvement. This
process instilled a sense of power with participating teachers. Bandura (1997) asserted
that success attained by “many individuals” carries a “persuasive force,” multiplying the
extent of vicarious influence (p. 99). Collaboration helped teachers feel they “weren’t
alone;” encouraged teachers with “contagious enthusiasm” from colleagues; and gave
teachers the sense of “being important to teammates.” Efficacy beliefs are increased as
colleagues support each other and model coping strategies (Bandura, 1997). According to
Bandura, 1997, there are some conditions in which “vicarious influences can override the
impact of direct experiences” (p. 88). Collaboration, as described by participating
teachers, also can influence the source of affective state by reducing stress levels and
negative emotions (Bandura, 1997).
Principals used formal and informal collaboration opportunities to build teacher
confidence and to promote unity. Collaboration provided a method though which
vicarious experiences and social persuasion could be supported. Bandura (1997)
discussed the power of models to provide “hopeful determination” and “confidence in the
face of difficulties” (p. 88).
Administrators promoted continuous improvement. Professional development
increases teacher collective efficacy beliefs (Zambo & Zambo, 2008). Principals
discussed professional development as an important component to individual growth;
however, professional development that moved schools towards TCE was seldom
mentioned in isolation. Instead, professional development was tied to a school-wide
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program or goal.
Each school was involved in a school-wide initiative for improvement. Clear Lake
Elementary was involved in a four-year state-sponsored school improvement program.
Blue River Elementary was concluding a three-year math improvement process. Little
Valley was beginning a school-wide focus on writing. Green Meadow Elementary was
continuing its school-wide STEM focus. Professional development was included in each
of these programs, but the purpose was part of an ongoing school-wide improvement
initiative or program. Bandura (1997) stated, “Evidence of progressive improvement
sustains a sense of personal efficacy and provides a continuing source of selfsatisfaction” (p. 92).

The principal’s focus on continuous improvement created an

expectation that school improvement was an ongoing process and provided an avenue for
“progressive improvement.”

Summary

This chapter reported the results of the study. The chapter described how the case
sites were selected through a purposeful sample utilizing the results of a survey
measuring TCE. Four school sites were purposefully selected and educators from each of
the school were randomly selected to participate in interviews. The chapter then
described the results from the content analysis of the interviews. The themes that
emerged from the content analysis were used to create models of interactions and the
chapter provided several rich, detailed views of the attitudes, behaviors, and practices of
each principal through scenarios, or snippets. The chapter provided a within-case analysis
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of each case study, along with a detailed list of the attitudes, behaviors, and practices
applied in each snippet. The chapter ended with a cross-case analysis where the attitudes,
behaviors, and practices of each principal were combined into sets and then categorized
into clusters, representing school structures. The clusters were used to identify six
fundamental attitudes held in fostering TCE, a series of behaviors categorized into four
groups enacted to foster TCE, and five practices employed to foster TCE.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

As a former elementary school principal, this study held professional significance.
I sat through various faculty meetings, team meetings, and individual meetings where
teachers expressed sincere, but misplaced belief that there was only so much they could
do. This sentiment and similar sentiments were unsettling to me as a principal. I could not
accept the limitations teachers placed on themselves because of external circumstances;
however, in my inexperience, my responses to these comments were inadequate.
Completing this study provided attitudes, behaviors, and practices that I, along with other
administrators, could intentionally implement and develop to help facilitate a belief from
teachers that they can make a difference to students, despite environmental challenges.
This chapter begins with a summary of the findings of this qualitative study. The
findings are organized by the three research questions (a) What attitudes held by
principals influence TCE?; (b) What behaviors enacted by principals influence TCE?;
and (c) What practices employed by principals influences TCE?. Relevant implications
from the findings will follow. The final section describes the limitations of the study and
suggests areas for further research.

Research Question One

Research Question #1 asked, “What Are the Attitudes Held by Principals
that Influence TCE?” As I met with the principals involved in this study, it was evident
that they were resolute in the attitudes they held in fostering TCE; so much so, that in
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every case, teachers replicated the prinicpal’s strongest held beliefs. At times, the
descriptions of the attitudes were word for word from the principal and the teacher. Six
attitudes were identified as fundamental in fostering TCE. First, principals had an attitude
that student success was the top priority. This belief drove decision-making and was
based on a love for students. Second, principals believed they were professionally
responsibile for teachers. They took responsibility for the success of their teachers and
felt their job was to provide teachers with whatever they needed to be successful. Indeed,
in the principals’ minds, teacher success was key to achieving student success. Third,
principals had an attitude of caring. The principals genuinely cared for their teachers and
students.
Fourth, principals had an attitude of shared purpose. The specific purposes of
principals varied; however, they each spoke with passion regarding what was important
to them. A notable point was that teachers knew what was important to the principals. If a
principal spoke passionately regarding a purpose, the teachers mentioned that purpose.
Fifth, principals had an attitude of confidence. They believed in their teachers as
professionals and had confidence the teachers could attain student success despite any
environmental impact. The principals also had confidence in themselves. They knew their
individual strengths and spoke of their belief that they could impact teachers within those
areas of strength. Sixth, principals had an attitude of collaboration. Principals were intent
and resolute that success came from collaboration. They believed that collaboration
provided a forum for principals to be equal partners with teachers.
Agency plays an important role in Bandura’s (1989) social cognitive theory and
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refers to the ability to act intentionally; to make things happen. Principals without a belief
they have control over their circumstances, would have no agency and no power to act
(Bandura, 1997). Principals in this study held attitudes that motivated them to act
intentionally with confidence that they could make an impact, and they believed it was
their responsibility to help teachers do the same. Bandura (1997) stated, “Undaunted
attitudes exhibited by perseverant models as they cope with obstacles repeatedly thrown
in their path can be more enabling to others than the particular skills being modeled” (p.
88). As principals apply a growth mindset (Dweck, 2008) to their work and discuss the
implications of the growth mindset with teachers, they serve as a model and provide
vicarious experience and social persuasion to build teacher collective efficacy through
teacher belief systems. Bandura (1997) discussed the concept of belief systems and
stated;
Teachers who view intelligence as an acquirable attribute and believe they
can attain academic success despite students’ disadvantaged backgrounds
promote a collective sense of efficacy, whereas teachers who believe that
intelligence is an inherent aptitude and there is little they can do to overcome
the negative influence of adverse social conditions are likely to undermine
one another’s sense of efficacy. (p. 248)
The findings of this study suggest that principals’ attitudes of confidence in, caring
about, collaborating with, and supporting teachers were central to promoting a sense
of collective teacher efficacy. The attitudes became the foundation on which
principals chose to take action.

Research Question Two

Research Question #2 asked, “What are the Behaviors Enacted by Principals that
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Influence TCE?” The personalities of the participating principals held few similarities;
however, as I interviewed the principals, a common ground became evident. The choices
and actions of each principal were centered around the vital role of teachers in helping
students become successful. Teachers from each school spoke of feeling supported in
their efforts to teach. The teachers spoke of how the principals made them feel valued and
trusted and reciprocally, the teachers spoke of the trust they had for the principals. As
supported by Bandura’s (1989) social cognitive theory, principals’ attitudes manifested
themselves in their behaviors. Findings suggested four categories of behaviors
fundamental in fostering TCE.
The first category of behaviors demonstrated that principals knew their teachers.
They made efforts to observe teachers working in their classrooms and interacting with
colleagues. The principals knew of teachers’ strengths because they visited the teachers’
classrooms. The principals encouraged teachers to share their strengths with colleagues.
When opportunities were available for teachers to be involved in initiatives, new
programs, professional development, etc., principals intentionally sought out teachers
based on their interests and strengths.
The second category involved how administrators supported teachers. This
support came in a variety of ways such as providing materials, time, or training.
Principals advocated for teachers and strived to make tasks realistic and workable.
Teachers felt like professionals when principals supported them within the classroom by
“letting them teach.” Third, principals communicated with teachers. Whether it was to
acknowledge the work of teachers, share successes, or clarify goals and expectations,
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communication was an important behavior to principals. Fourth, the principals modeled
desired behaviors. Principals modeled desired attributes such as optimism, happiness,
positive interactions with students and colleagues, and continuous learning.
A principal’s efforts to increase individual efficacy by giving personalized
attention to teachers can positively impact TCE as individuals collaborate to provide
support, problem solve, and create goals (Leithwood, 1994). Individuals who are
persuaded they are capable of successful completion of a task will put forth and sustain
greater effort (Bandura, 1997). In a relegated area of research, the Gallup Organization
(Forbringer, 2002) conducted large-scale surveys of employee engagement and
satisfaction. Successful businesses consistently scored high on six survey statements that
related closely to the findings of research question two. The statements are as follows:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

I know what is expected of me at work.
I have the materials and equipment I need to do my work right.
I have the opportunity to do what I do best every day.
In the last seven days, I have received recognition or praise for my good work.
My supervisor, or someone at work, seems to care about me as a person.
There is someone at work who encourages my development.

It is likely that the behaviors enacted by the principal’s in this study fostered similar
responses from their teachers. Principal behaviors of supporting teachers with the
materials, time, and training, along with open communication with teachers were
identified as important elements of TCE. Moreover, principals who take time to know
their teachers and model happiness, optimism, and positive interactions with teachers and
students are likely to nurture TCE at his or her school.
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Research Question Three

Research Question #3 asked, “What are the Practices Employed that Influence
TCE?” As I interviewed administrators and teachers, it was evident that each school was
very unique it its daily operations; however, there were general practices that all schools
had in common. These common practices were implemented at varying stages at each
school. Of special note is that the two schools with the practices firmly in place and
systematically running were the two schools measuring highest in TCE. The other two
schools were in beginning stages of implementing the practices.
Principal practices to foster TCE were intentional and purposeful and could be
linked to principal attitudes as explained through Bandura’s (1989) social cognitive
theory. Findings suggested five practices that were fundamental in fostering TCE. First,
principals established an environment of openness and trust. Principals added structure to
their efforts of celebrating successes with individuals, teams, and staff by making
celebrations part of PLCs or by adding celebrations to weekly bulletins. Principals built
positive relationships with teachers by visiting classrooms and looking for the good.
Second, principals established shared expectations, goals, and/or purposes.
Principals worked with appropriate teachers and teams to create goals, expectations, or
purposes collaboratively. Third, principals facilitated teacher voice and teacher
leadership. It was important for the principals in this study to give teachers opportunities
as teacher leaders and involve them in school decision-making. Fourth, principals
provided opportunities for collaboration. All schools had structured PLC collaboration
time, used purposefully to improve instructional practices, discuss student achievement,
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or address issues as requested by teams. Principals participated in PLCs as equal partners
with teachers. Formal and informal collaboration opportunities were used by principals to
build teacher confidence and promote unity. Fifth, principals promoted continuous
learning for improvement. Each school was involved in an initiative or program for
school improvement. If a school was near the end of the program, the principal was
preparing for the next step. School improvement, as well as professional improvement,
were continuous.
Educational researchers have reported the importance of the principal in creating
a positive climate within a school (Fink & Resnick, 2001; Hallinger & Heck, 1998;
Watson, 2001) and school climate has been described as the heart and soul of the school
(Freiberg & Stein, 1999). Goddard et al. (2004) reported links between teachers’
opportunities to influence school decisions and teachers’ perceived collective efficacy.
When teachers are given the opportunity to influence school decisions, they tend to have
stronger beliefs in the school’s capability. Goddard et al. (2015) found that principals are
essential in developing teacher collaboration. Literature on adult learning suggests that
adults work more effectively when placed in social, collaborative environments (Wenger,
2006). This becomes important as leaders determine where to spend their time.
Leithwood et al. (2004) suggested that educational leaders should prioritize the attention
given to teachers and the collegial community.
The practices identified in this study supported characteristics of both
transformational and instructional leadership models. Instructional leadership
characteristics that correspond with the findings of research question three include
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resource provider, communicator, visible presence, facilitating collaborative efforts,
defining the school’s mission, and promoting a positive climate (Blase & Blase, 1999;
Hallinger & Murphy, 1985; Smith & Andrews, 1989). Transformational leadership
characteristics corresponding with the findings include high expectations, modeling
exemplary behavior, school vision, school culture, individualized support, expectations,
and participation in decisions (Bass, 1985; Leithwood, 1994)

Implications

This study has implications relevant to principal preparation programs, state and
local education organizations, and principal practitioners. Teacher collective efficacy is a
construct that will continue to move into educational conversations. A brief review of
TCE is included in this section to emphasize its potential and to support the relevant
implications from this study.
As noted in the review of literature, a strong sense of collective efficacy among
teachers can result in higher expectations for student achievement, thus leading to
improved student learning outcomes (Bandura, 1993; Eells, 2011; Goddard, 2001;
Goddard et al., 2000; Ramos et al., 2014). As Goddard et al. (2004), leading researchers
in the field of TCE, state: “There seems to be little doubt that collective efficacy beliefs
are an important aspect of an organization’s operative culture” (p. 10). Hattie (2016), a
researcher in education known for asking and answering the question “what impacts
student learning the most,” recently named TCE as the most influential factor in
influencing student achievement. Thus, the importance of identifying factors that can
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increase TCE is paramount. Teachers with low efficacy become mired in classroom
problems, are pessimistic and stressed while teachers with high efficacy believe students
are capable, set high expectations for students, and devote more time to academic
learning (Bandura, 1997).
Goddard et al. (2015) confirmed that principal leadership was a positive predictor
of TCE. Adams and Forsyth (2006) found that enabling school structure had a larger
effect on TCE than socioeconomic status and school level. Where so many school
variables are innate and beyond a principal’s control, constructs that can be shaped
should be seriously considered. From this perspective, principals are responsible for, and
have a significant potential in establishing and sustaining a community with a sense of
TCE. It would be prudent, therefore, to make note of the attitudes, behaviors, and
practices principals apply to foster TCE.

Principal Preparation Programs
Principals in this study understood educational theory and research and applied it
to their practices. Principal preparation programs are in a key position to provide the
foundational theories relevant to TCE from which principals can base their attitudes.
Principal preparation programs can also provide the research on TCE upon which
principals can base their behaviors and practices. Following Bandura’s (1997) suggestion,
educational researchers can create and test implementation models for creating TCE.

Public Schools
Increased accountability and regulations, controversy over common core, a
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movement towards school choice, and society’s somewhat divisive outlook on education
make TCE an important consideration for state and local organizations. Teacher
shortages and low retention rates make the findings important for district and state
administrators involved in recruitment and retention of teachers. Bandura (1993) found
that principals with strong leadership skills were able to inspire staff to work
collaboratively to overcome obstacles. Yu et al. (2015) found that teachers faced with
high levels of pressure in their work tend to have lower self-efficacy. Collective teacher
efficacy has the potential to transform this disheartening pattern by strengthening
teacher’s “staying power” and minimizing “their vulnerability to discouragement”
(Bandura, 1998, p. 65). School principals are in a place where they can enable the
structure of the school to have a vitalizing effect on teacher collective efficacy, and state
and local education organizations could use the findings from this study as a guide for
recruiting and training principals.

Principal Practitioners
The implications of this study are straightforward for principals. Principals have
the responsibility to become community organizers and agents (Bandura, 1986) who
intentionally develop attitudes that lead to behaviors and practices that foster teacher
collective efficacy. If ignored, factors such as socioeconomic status, racial composition of
students, and student backgrounds will account for “much of the variance between
schools in collective efficacy and achievement level” (Bandura, 1997, p. 249).
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Limitations and Further Research

A limitation of this study was the limited amount of participation in the TCE
survey used for site selection. Participation in the survey was voluntary. Principals
invited teachers to complete surveys, and in some cases gathered the teachers to complete
the surveys together. Unfortunately, few principals used this. Future studies could be
designed where the researcher completes the study with the teachers. This would provide
a more powerful measure of TCE.
The term “teacher collective efficacy” was not a familiar term to many principals
or teachers. A definition of TCE was read before each interview; however, because the
term had not been widely used in the educational system, there may have been differing
interpretations from the participants. Based on the work of Hattie (2016), the term is
becoming more familiar, and studies could be designed for similar research once the term
is more fully integrated into educational environment.
The purpose of this study was to report descriptive information regarding
principals’ attitudes, behaviors, and practices in fostering TCE at schools with high TCE.
The findings have led to an additional question that may be important as schools apply
TCE to generate meaningful results with students and could be the basis of additional
research. What structures, support, and learning are offered to teachers to equip them
with the knowledge and skills to work collectively, effectively, and collaboratively within
teams to generate meaningful results?
This study provided a view of fundamental attitudes, behaviors, and practices of
fostering TCE. The fundamental features could function as a starting point for additional
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research that delves more deeply into each feature independently. This would provide a
robust model of principal actions that influence TCE.

Conclusions

As in the case of studies within organizational leadership (Winn & Cameron,
1998), a principal does not have direct impact on outcomes, or student achievement.
Rather, the leader’s influence is felt through the processes put in place within the system.
This study adds additional insights related to the attitudes, behaviors, and practices of
principals as they strive to foster TCE. The beliefs that principals hold about student
success, their teacher’s abilities and their leadership responsibilities, affect their behavior
and the practices they employ within the school environment.
Principals have the potential, as the community organizer of a school, to utilize
attitudes, behaviors, and practices to establish school cultures where educators believe
that the staff’s collective efforts can overcome outside influences and positively impact
student achievement. The power of teacher collective efficacy can be long reaching.
Bandura (1997) emphasizes that time, hard work, and efficacy are required to build
successful schools; however, once TCE is developed, setbacks or failures are unlikely to
undermine the belief. Hoy (2010) suggests that TCE can contribute to our understanding
of “how schools differ in the attainment of their most important objective—the education
of students” (p. 102).
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Appendix A
Interview Protocol for Administrator
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Interview Protocol for Administrator
In a definition by Tschannen-Moran and Barr, teacher collective efficacy “refers to a
perception from a group of teachers that they can make a difference to students despite
the educational impact of homes and communities.
1. Describe what it is like to work in an environment where teacher collective
efficacy is present.
2. What types of attitudes, behaviors, or practices do you employ to facilitate teacher
collective efficacy?
3. What types of attitudes, behaviors, or practices do teachers need to help build
teacher collective efficacy?
4. How do you implement programs or changes to ensure the greatest success?
5. How does your support in implementing programs impact teacher collective
efficacy?
6. In what ways to you support and encourage teachers?
7. In what ways do you help teachers build professional confidence?
8. In what ways does you help teachers build collegial professional confidence?
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Appendix B
Interview Protocol for Teachers
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Interview Protocol for Teachers
In a definition by Tschannen-Moran and Barr, teacher collective efficacy “refers to a
perception from a group of teachers that they can make a difference to students despite
the educational impact of homes and communities.
1. Describe what it is like to work in an environment where teacher collective
efficacy is present.
2. What attitudes, behaviors, or practices do principals demonstrate that nurture
teacher collective efficacy?
3. How does your principal implement programs or changes to ensure the greatest
success?
4. How does your principal’s support in implementing programs impact teacher
collective efficacy?
5. What principal attitudes, behaviors, or practices positively affect your ability to
effectively teach? How?
6. In what ways does your principal support and encourage you?
7. In what ways does your principal help you build professional confidence?
8. In what ways does your principal help build collegial professional confidence?
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Demographics
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Demographics
Please complete the following questions. Remember that all information is identified by
number only and your complete confidentiality is assured.
1. What is your gender? Female [ ] Male [ ]
2. What is your age? __________
3. Please place a check next to the ethnicity listed below that best represents how you
identify yourself:
_____ American Indian/Alaskan Native
_____ Asian/Asian American
_____ African American/Black
_____ Caucasian/White
_____ Hispanic/Latino/Chicano
_____ Other: ____________________
4. How many years have you been a teacher? _____________
5. How many years have you been teaching at your current school? ____________
6. What grade level do you currently teach? _______________
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Appendix D
NVivo Word Clouds
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Figure D1. Principal: 50 most-used words.

Figure D2. Teacher: 50 most-used words.
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Appendix E
Word Tree: “Leaders”
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Figure E1. Word tree: Leaders.
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Appendix F
Informed Consent Form
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Department of Education
Old Main Hill
Logan UT 84322
Telephone: (435) 797-1000

INFORMED CONSENT
Developing teacher collective efficacy: Principals as community organizers
Dr. Suzanne H. Jones is a Professor in the Department of Teacher Education and
Leadership at Utah State University. She, Shelley Nordick, and Dr. LeAnn Putney are
conducting a research study to find out more about principal/teacher relationships
associated with developing cohesive school-wide communities. You have been asked to
take part because you are a K-12 principal or teacher in Jordan School District. There will
be approximately 20 total participants in this research.
If you agree to be in this research study, you will be asked to participate in an interview
(approximately 60 – 90 minutes). During the interview, you will be asked questions
related to your experiences as a K-12 principal or teacher.
Participation in this research study may involve minimal risks or discomforts. There is a
small risk of loss of confidentiality, but we will take steps to reduce this risk. For
example, you’ll be assigned an identification number. That identification number will be
used in place of your name or any other identifying information.
The information gained from this study will have direct benefits to K-12 principals and
teachers as the study aims to identify attitudes and behaviors that foster cohesive schoolwide communities.
If you have other questions or research-related problems, you may reach (PI) Dr. Suzanne
Jones at 801-520-9240 or suzanne.jones@usu.edu.
Participation in research is entirely voluntary. You may refuse to participate or withdraw
at any time without consequence or loss of benefits.
Research records will be kept confidential, consistent with federal and state regulations.
Only the investigators will have access to the data which will be kept in a locked file
cabinet or on a password protected computer in a locked room. To protect your privacy,
personal, identifiable information will be removed from study documents and replaced
with a study identifier. Identifying information will be stored separately from data and
will be kept three years. The audio recordings will be de-identified as the interviews are
transcribed. Participants’ names will not appear on the transcriptions.
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The Institutional Review Board for the protection of human participants at Utah State
University has approved this research study. If you have any questions or concerns about
your rights or a research-related injury and would like to contact someone other than the
research team, you may contact the IRB Administrator at (435) 797-0567 or email
irb@usu.edu to obtain information or to offer input.
You have been given two copies of this Informed Consent. Please sign both copies and
keep one copy for your files.
“I certify that the research study has been explained to the individual, by me or my
research staff, and that the individual understands the nature and purpose, the possible
risks and benefits associated with taking part in this research study. Any questions that
have been raised have been answered.”

_______________________________
Dr. Suzanne H. Jones
Principal Investigator
801-520-9240
suzanne.jones@usu.edu

______________________________
Shelley Nordick
Doctoral Candidate
801-971-6442
shelley.nordick@jordandistrict.org

By signing below, I agree to participate.

_______________________________
Participant’s signature

______________________________
Date
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